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ABSTRACT
The impact of the news coverage of the antiwar movement was an important 
issue during the Vietnam War. I tried to uncover the attitudes of the press towards 
the protesters by examining the two major news magazines; Time and Newsweek 
between the years 1965 to 1971. During these seven years period the coverage 
moved from a negative reporting to a more neutral reporting. By examining the 
major demonstrations that took place between these years, I reflected the shift in 
the approach of both magazines. I tried to uncover whether the coverage of the 
antiwar movement had an effect on the war efforts. Most of the time after 1968, 
the coverage was at best neutral towards the protesters but generally they did not 
want to take any stance in the debate and tried to reflect the protests without any 
bias. The antiwar movement did not have a decisive impact on the war and at the 
same time, by examining their coverage and the public opinion, it can be said that 
the influence of the media over the public was hard to weigh. That period reflected 
the debate about the impact of the press and presented the complex relations 
among the press, administration and public.
ÖZET
Vietnam savaşı sırasında savaş karşıtı göstericiler hakkında basında çıkan 
haberlerin etkisi üzerinde çok durulan bir konudur. Basının 1965 ve 1967 yılları 
arasında savaş karşıtı gösterileri nasıl değerlendirdiğini iki önde gelen derginin 
Time ve Newsweel^\n haberlerini ele alarak ortaya koymaya çalıştım. Yedi yıHık 
süre içerisinde iki dergi olumsuz yaklaşımdan daha yansız yayına yönelmiştir. Bu 
değişimi, süregelen yıllar arasındaki belli başlı gösterileri inceleyerek yansıtmaya 
çalıştım. Basındaki savaş karşıtı gösterilere dair haberlerin savaş üzerinde etkili 
olup olmadığını ortaya koymaya çalıştım. Genellikle savaş karşıtları hakkındaki 
haberler 1968’den sonra olumsuz değil daha yansız bir yayına yönelindiğine işaret 
eder ve basın haberlerinde taraf tutmamaya çalışarak protestocuları önyargısız bir 
biçimde yansıtmaya çalışmıştır. Basında yer alan savaş karşıtı protestoların 
savaşın gidişatı üzerinde çok somut bir etkisi olmamıştır aynı zamanda basındaki 
haberler ve halkın savaş karşıtları hakkındaki görüşleri ele alındığında basının 
etkileme gücünün ölçülmesinin zor olduğu anlaşılır. Bu konu basının ne derecede 
etkili olduğu hakkında tartışmaya yol açan bir dönemdir ve medya, yönetim ve 
toplum ilişkilerinin karmaşık yapısını ortaya koyar.
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INTRODUCTION
During the Vietnam War, press coverage of the antiwar movement became 
an important issue. The influence of the press over its audience was the core of 
this debate. Through the years, it was argued that press coverage of the war and 
the antiwar movement had a serious impact on the outcome of the war. Though 
presidential administrations claimed that the press supported the antiwar 
protesters during the Vietnam war, the coverage between the years 1965 and 
1971 suggested that the press did not side with the protesters.The years between 
1965 and 1967, no argument about media of being biased raised because the 
press was clearly on the side of the government. But after 1968 with the Nixon 
Administration, the debate about the press' approach to the antiwar movement 
appeared.
During his presidency, Nixon counterattacked the press, at times through 
Vice President Agnew, and tried to minimize the impact of the news on the public. 
In later years, he argued that during his presidency the press supported the 
antiwar movement and constantly criticized him and his policies. He blamed the 
media for distorting the news about the war and showing a wrong portrayal of 
events and added that the antiwar movement was not the decisive factor but was 
an effective in the defeat.^ At the same time, Nixon pointed out that after his “Silent 
Majority’’ speech, he received support from a majority of Americans, and he 
believed that they better understood the situation in Vietnam than the newsmen.^ 
He always suspected the intentions of the leaders of the antiwar movement who 
were, he thought, bounded to leftist ideology and who were manipulating the
’ Richard Nixon, A^ o A/ore Vietnams (New York: Avon Books, 1985), 15.
genuine peace marchers.^ Despite his accusations of the media of being biased, it 
seemed that he exaggerated its impact. Because even after the mostly positive 
coverage of the Moratorium protest in October 1969, the majority of the public was 
on the side of the President.'* On the other hand, it can not be ignored that the 
press criticized him harshly personally although the analysis and criticism of his 
policies was one of the functions of media. Nixon believed that the press 
supported the antiwar movement during his presidency which played a part in the 
defeat.
Though the news coverage of the war moved to a more critical stance 
through the years, as Daniel Hallin suggested that, “The Nixon Administration 
retained a good deal of power to ‘manage’ news” and sustained public support for 
his policies.^ On the other hand, the media was not in favor of the antiwar 
movement until the 1968 Chicago Democratic Convention. After the convention, 
the press moved to a more objective reporting of events. I believe they moved to a 
more neutral reporting as Hallin suggested they did not take a stance. Though 
they praised moderate and nonideological protests, the media’s constant interest 
in the most militant and radical aspects of the movement was one of the reasons 
for the public’s dislike of the demonstrations and can also explain how Nixon kept 
his support.®
Melvin Small also pointed out that the antiwar movement was not generally 
covered positively. The media coverage was mostly focused on the protests with 
violence which might have caused the public’s antipathy towards the
^Ibid., 115.
 ^Ibid., 126.
A poll made by AIPO showed that more than 50% of the public supported the President between October 
1969 and January 1970. Rita James Simon, Public Opinion in America: 1936-1970, (Chicago: RandMcNally 
College Publishing Company, 1974), 183.
 ^Daniel Hallin, The Uncensored War: The Media and Vietnam ( Berkeley; University of California Press.
1986), 10.
demonstrators/ The issue was what was newsworthiness. Though media prefered 
peaceful middle-class dissent, this was not as newsworthy as the violent protests. 
This was a contradiction in the approach of the media. Small also stated that it 
was hard to weigh the impact of the media on its audience even after the Chicago 
Convention though the coverage sympathized with the activists, public was 
against them.® Though media had an effect on public, its extent and its context 
was hard to guess. The coverage of the antiwar movement was generally negative 
during 1965 to 1971 with few exceptions. As I believe that the coverage both 
magazines did not present the antiwar movement positively but after 1968 their 
attitudes turned to at least neutral coverage.
As can be understood from the news, I analyzed between 1965 to 1971, the 
coverage was not in favor of the antiwar activists. It moved from a negative 
reporting to a neutral reporting. At the same time, it offered more critical analysis 
of the movement. But the contradiction of whether to cover violent and radical 
aspects or the peaceful demonstrations which were uninteresting played a part in 
the coverage of the antiwar movement. This same issue also had an impact on the 
public’s views about the demonstrators. The media was critical of the policies of 
the Administration but did not produce totally distorted or biased reports. The duty 
of the media to be critical might have been regarded as being negative. Especially 
after 1968, though it became critical, the press tended not to take a stance on 
either side and tried to keep its neutrality.
By using the coverage of two leading national news magazines, Time and 
Newsweek, I tried to determine the attitudes of the press towards the antiwar *
® Ibid., 194, 198.
 ^Melvin Small, Covering Dissent: The Media and the Anti-Vietnam War Movement (New Brunswick:
Rutgers University Press, 1994), 25.
* Ibid., 89-90.
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movement during the years 1965 to 1971. I focused on specific mass 
demonstrations to discover the press attitude. As can be seen from the coverage 
of these specific protests although they received significant attention from the 
media, the coverage did not support them until the end of 1968. From 1969 to 
1971, the antiwar movement received a more neutral coverage. The press mostly 
interested in the appearances of the protesters and violence than the antiwar 
theme through the years. This approach might be the reason of the coverage of 
negative image of protesters. But though their emphasis on this issues, from 1968 
to 1971, the magazines started to report the protests without taking side of either 
the Administration or the protesters.
In the first chapter, the years 1965 to 1967 are analyzed. I considered four 
demonstrations in that period in order to uncover press attitudes toward the 
protesters. These protests were: the First International Days of Protest on October 
15-16 and the SANE Rally on November 27 in 1965, and the Spring Mobilization 
on April 15 and the March on the Pentagon on October 21-22 in 1967. Though a 
Second International Days of Protest occurred in 1966, there was almost nothing 
about it in the coverage of either magazine, so 1 decided to omit it. When the 
coverage of the press from 1965 to 1967 is analyzed, it seemed that the interest in 
the antiwar movement apparently increased. At the same time, the antiwar 
movement gained strength and drew new participants during these years. From 
1965 to 1967, though some doubts began to appear in people’s minds about the 
Vietnam War, the protesters remained a minority, and the press was not critical of 
the Johnson Administration. The main issue was the protesters not their theme of 
opposing the war. The coverage did not consider the efforts of the protesters 
seriously. The press did not cover the activists positively from 1965 to 1967.
The second chapter covers the years 1968 and 1969 which were the 
turning point in press and antiwar movement relations. These years also produced 
tense relations between the press and the Administration. The debate about 
whether the media was biased or neutral intensified. In 1968, I analyzed the 
Chicago Democratic Convention which took place at the end of August and in 
1969, I considered the Moratorium on October 15 and the Mobilization in mid 
November. The press coverage became more neutral in these years. The space 
they devoted to the protests increased remarkably. The press also gave more 
detailed information about the protesters and the protests. Though unwilling to 
take sides, the Moratorium coverage was the most neutral even positive of the. 
antiwar movement until that day. Violence in Chicago in 1968 marked a shift in the 
relations of the press and the police. The same incident also affected the press’ 
attitudes towards the antiwar movement and produced more positive and neutral 
reporting. The coverage in 1969 included harsh criticism of the Nixon 
Administration not only because of his Vietnam policy but because of his 
personality. Nixon’s aggressiveness and inconciliatory mood caused this 
criticisms. In the years 1968 and 1969, the coverage of the protests was objective 
and occasionally positive.
The third chapter describes the years 1970 and 1971. In 1970, I analyzed 
the protests after the Cambodia incursion and the Kent State killings in May and in 
1971, I looked into the final major antiwar demonstrations that occurred in 
Washington and which lasted for three weeks. The press coverage was neutral in 
these years. The criticisms of the Nixon Administration continued in 1970, 
especially while the main theme was violence on college campuses in the 
aftermath of the Cambodia incursion and the Kent State killings. In 1971, the
interest of the press in the antiwar movement began to fade away. The antiwar 
movement lost its earlier momentum and became old news for the press. 
Especially beginning from 1970, the press signified that they had grown 
accustomed to the mass demonstrations and even found them uninteresting to 
cover. Their coverage was generally neutral in these final years with few 
exceptions.
In these seven years, the press moved from a negative reporting to a more 
neutral coverage of the antiwar movement. But they generally did not want to take 
any stance in the debate. Especailly when the antiwar movement staged 
demonstrations without ideological content, the press became more objective. 
When the criticisms about the Johnson and Nixon Administrations are compared, 
the press was far more critical of Nixon than Johnson. But their criticisms were not 
biased; they just analyzed the policies. In fact, Nixon received very harsh 
criticisms for his rhetoric, more so, perhaps, than for his policies. The press 
coverage faded away as the antiwar movement faded away.
CHAPTER 1
The Years 1965 -1967
During the years between 1965 and 1967, the antiwar movement 
burgeoned. The antiwar sentiment appeared with the escalation of the Vietnam 
War by the Johnson Administration. In the beginning years, the participants of the 
antiwar movement were few, and they were considered a composition of radical 
minority groups. Time and Newsweek, two of the leading national newsweeklies 
did not devote significant coverage to their activities in 1965. In 1966 the two 
magazines contained virtually nothing about the protests. A shift in the attitudes of 
these two news outlets came in 1967 as the participants in the antiwar movement 
swelled, and doubts about the Vietnam policy appeared in more people’s minds. 
Then Time and Newsweek began to devote more space to the demonstrations. 
The coverage of the two magazines did not support the activists during the period 
1965 to 1967, and in fact it created negative and superficial images of the 
demonstrators. Though there were protests, these magazines did not criticize the 
Johnson Administration, and they continued to express considerable confidence in 
the government from 1965 to 1967.
During 1965, two significant demonstrations took place. The first one was 
the First International Days of Protest, October 15-16, and the second one was the 
SANE rally on November 27. Both of these events received negative coverage in 
Time and Newsweek. In fact Newsweek did not bother to cover the SANE rally. 
Generally the articles stressed that the participants in the demonstrations were a
radical minority. Both magazines even ridiculed the activists. The articles did not 
contain criticisms of the government’s Vietnam policy.
The First International Days of Protest rally was organized by a coalition of 
left-of-center groups named the National Coordinating Committee to End the War 
in Vietnam which consisted of a series local committees.^ Time gave two columns 
to the protests and Newsweek devoted two and a half columns. In its October 22, 
1965 issue Time described the protesters as, “a ragtag collection of the unshaven 
and unscrubbed -  they could be called Vietniks -  turned out last weekend to 
promote the most popular new anti-cause.” The article suggested the word Vietnik 
to describe the demonstrators, and in a sense, it did not take them seriously. . At 
the same time, it reported that the peace advocates were outnumbered by the 
supporters of the Administration.^ The article reminded readers that the protesters 
were a minority. Their activities drew attention because they were an interesting 
minority who the correspondents regarded as different both in appearance and 
manners. Time seemed dubious and suspicious of their real aims and ideological 
basis. Then the article uncovered the organizers of the protests, the National 
Coordinating Committee to End the War in Viet Nam. It suggested that many local 
groups were under the control of this group in the conduct of the protests.
On the whole, the Vietnik rallies -  which also attracted some tweedy faculty 
members and clean-cut non-beats -  seemed to bear out a Senate Internal Security 
Subcommittee report issued last week. While most members of the protest movement are 
loyal Americans, it said, control of the movement has clearly passed “into the hands of 
Communists and extremist elements who are openly sympathetic to the Viet Cong.”^
The article pointed out the composition of the crowd and then indicated that the
Communists manipulated the genuine protesters. Though it did not regard all the
activists as radicals and Communists, by saying that the leaders were
’ Melvin Small, Covering Dissent: The Media and the Anti-Vietnam War Movement, (New Brunswick: 
Rutgers University Press, 1994), 46-47.
 ^Time, October 22, 1965, p.25A.
sympathizers with Communism, the article hurt the antiwar movement’s cause and 
undermined the efforts of genuine activists who wanted to perpetuate peace. At 
the same time, it created a negative image. Newsweek also covered the same 
report of the Senate Internal Security Subcommittee and added, “ These groups,’ 
said State Department spokesman Robert J. McCloskey, ‘constitute an 
infinitesimal fraction of the American people.’ While it strengthened the idea that 
the activists were a minority, the article indicated that government officials did not 
take the demonstrations seriously. It seemed that the impact of the protests was 
low.
On the other hand, both the Time and Newsweek articles described the 
counterdemonstrations, and the supporters of the Administration were shown to be 
more numerous than the antiwar activists. Their actions drew the attention of the 
journalists, and it seemed that both magazines approved their activities against the 
Vietniks who were supposed to have been Communist oriented. Time gave 
examples of the counterdemonstrations and wrote, “In Detroit, the opposition 
sang The Star-Spangled Banner over and over, all but drowning out the 
Vietniks.”® Newsweek added, “Nearly 200 persons, protesting the protesters -  ‘Get 
the Viet Cong off the Berkeley campus,’ read one sign -  crowded in front of the 
marchers.”® These examples suggested the negative image of the peace 
protesters, contrasting the words and themes used by the counterdemonstrators 
which further emphasized that the activists were communist-oriented and 
unpatriotic persons.
‘ Ibid., 25A.
' Newsweek, October 25, 1965, p.46.
’ Time, October 22, 1965, p.25A. 
'Newsweek, October, 25, 1965, p.46.
Newsweek gave crowd estimates. “Perhaps 100,000 students and other 
activists had turned out to march, teach-in, speak-out, sleep-in in dozens of U.S. 
cities. (Thousands more demonstrated abroad.)”  ^The article indicated the extent 
of the demonstrations, and in a sense, it suggested that the protests were 
significant activities which should not have been ignored. In contrast. Time 
undermined the importance of the events and failed to note that there were 
demonstrations in other countries. The Newsweek article indicated that the 
protesters were mostly students; it also said that there were other participants. 
Newsweek added that there were 10,000 demonstrators on New York’s Fifth 
Avenue where they wore skull masks and carried effigies of Uncle Sam pulling 
Vietnamese prisoners.® The imitation was interesting, and it received coverage 
from Newsweek. Time estimated the same number of participants in the New 
York march and added that the biggest march in California included 12,000 
protesters.® Both articles described a confrontation between police and marchers 
in Oakland where no serious injuries occurred.
The counterdemonstrations and activities found support from the press, 
while the magazines ridiculed the activists and underestimated their activities. 
Especially Time viewed the protesters as a minority of youth who were 
manipulated by Communists. Both articles covered the protests because they 
were novel and potentially interesting. There was no sign of criticism of 
government policies. Neither magazine considered the protests seriously. But 
another important point was that Newsweek predicted that more demonstrations 
would come.
10
’ Ibid., 46.
" Ibid., 46.
 ^Time, October 22, 1965, p.25A.
Newsweek, in fact, failed to cover the next major protest in 1965, the SANE 
rally on November 27. Time devoted two columns to the protest, but once again 
the coverage reflected negative images of the protesters.
The liberal group, the National Committee for a Sane Nuclear Policy 
(SANE), organized the rally on November 27. SANE members were generally 
known as “nuclear pacifists” who wanted to achieve disarmament. The group 
organized a march on Washington on November 27 in order to advance ideas of a 
cease-fire, a bombing halt, and negotiations in Vietnam, but they did not urge an 
immediate withdrawal which was a more radical aim.^° At the same time, SANE 
wanted to attract broad support for the rally, and because of this the participation 
of radicals was not banned but kept under control.^^
Time reported the SANE rally under the title “To Hanoi, from Dr. Spock,” 
and indicated the composition of protesters :
Americans who militantly oppose U.S. involvement in the Vietnamese war range all 
the way from the hysterical Vietniks of the far left to the less strident, pacifistically inclined 
groups that fault the Administration for backing a repressive right-wing regime in Saigon but 
offer no alternative to the Communist tyranny that would surely succeed it.^ ^
The article suggested that the protesters did not call for immediate withdrawal and 
that the activists mostly opposed the corrupt government of South Vietnam. But it 
also added that the protesters were undermining the resistance to Communist 
aggression. Time estimated 22,000 participants at the Washington rally from 140 
different groups and referred to the protesters as “older” and “quieter.”^^  The 
article reached this conclusion by comparing them with the Vietniks who occupied 
the headlines with “draft-card burnings, teach-ins and frenetic statements in
11
Charles DeBenedetti, An American Ordeal: The Antiwar Movement o f the Vietnam Era (New York: 
Syracuse UniversitY Press, 1990), 31, 131.
" Ibid , 31, 131.
Time, December 3, 1965, p.27.
‘^Ibid., 27.
support of the Viet Cong ‘revolution’.” '^’ It suggested that the protesters in the 
Washington rally were more moderate than the Vietniks. It indicated that the aim of 
SANE was to urge the U.S to take the initiative to negotiate in order to establish 
peace. At the same time, SANE wanted a bombing halt and the termination of the 
American build up in the South Vietnam.’® But while the article explained that the 
aims of the protesters were not necessarily radical, it noted that radical elements 
participated in the rally, though the organizers held them under control and did not 
let them to display their banners which urged immediate withdrawal of the U S 
from Vietnam.’® Despite these radical elements, the rally remained moderate in 
participation and in its goals.
Another aspect of Time’s coverage of the SANE rally was the response of 
Lyndon Johnson to the protesters. The article said that Johnson was the main 
target of the protests and described his reaction ;
Lyndon Johnson, who has been the target of much of the protest, issued an 
unwontedly graceful statement allowing that dissent was a sign of political vigor and would 
help establish that the basic U.S. policy in Viet Nam had been framed and tested in a 
climate of "free discussion and openness."^^
It suggested that Johnson made a polite remark, and he did not display an 
aggressive mood toward the protesters. It indicated that the dissent was a regular 
feature of democracy. At the same time, Johnson implied that these activities 
might have encouraged Hanoi and Beijing to continue to fight with the belief that 
the U.S. was so divided that they would soon give up the war and added that the 
majority of the Americans supported the Vietnam policy,’® In fact, a Harris Public 
Opinion Survey made December 6, 1965 indicated that 71 percent of Americans 
wanted to continue fighting until the negotiations could be made on American
12
“'Ibid., 27.
Ibid., 27. 
‘®Ibid., 27. 
” Ibid., 27.
te rm s .There was no criticism of the Johnson Administration in the Time article, 
and it gave examples of supporters of the Administration’s policy. According to the 
Time report, the peace marchers were a minority. Their actions did not receive 
impressive coverage. In contrast, the article clearly sympathized with the 
supporters of the Administration.
During 1965, neither demonstration received significant interest from Time 
or Newsweek. They drew some attention simply because of their novelty. On the 
other hand, the magazines did not support the activists and even ridiculed the 
participants because of their appearance and their beliefs. The activists were 
presented as radical youngsters. The Communist manipulation of the protests was 
emphasized, and the protesters were believed to have links with the Communists. 
The articles created a negative image of the protesters. At this time, besides the 
students and academicians, religious groups became part of the antiwar 
movement, a fact which the magazines ignored.^° Although their numbers were 
few, the demonstrations did not lack adult participation. The articles offered more 
support for the Administration’s policies and the counterdemonstrators. They 
devoted nearly the same space to the supporters of the administration and antiwar 
protesters. Neither magazine aiticized Johnson or his policies. There was an 
apparent belief in the cause of the war and confidence in the Administration.
During 1966, no significant news about the antiwar movement appeared in 
the coverage of Time and Newsweek. But in 1967, two major demonstrations 
attracted their attention. First came the Spring Mobilization on April 15, followed by
13
’*Ibid., 27.
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the March on the Pentagon on October 21 and 22. Time devoted more space to 
these protests than Newsweek, and these protests drew more attention from the 
press than the 1965 demonstrations. The coverage did not support the activists, 
and it still presented the antiwar protesters as composed of a minority. On the 
other hand, the articles showed more concern about the war and the 
Administration’s policies, but generally they were not critical. Some doubts about 
the progress of the war began to appear, however. The year 1967 witnessed the 
development and expansion of the antiwar movement. At the same time, 
bombings and the combat role of American troops increased which was 
accompanied by increases in draft calls and casualties.^^
The Spring Mobilization on April 15 was organized by a group called the 
Spring Mobilization Committee to End the War in Vietnam. The idea was for a 
mass demonstration in order to unify all the protesters and to compel the 
Administration to withdraw U.S. troops by staging a remarkable protest on that 
day.^^ Newsweek devoted nearly three columns to the event with photos of the 
protesters in New York’s Central Park and beside the U.N. building. Time devoted 
two pages and a column to the demonstration with several photos of the 
protesters.
Newsweek considered that the crowd was composed of diverse elements 
though they were dominantly young :
There were draft-card burnings, Viet Cong flags, “peace” balloons and flag-draped coffin 
floats, and their banners identified the diverse collection of marchers as Quakers, 
Roman Catholics, Jewish war veterans. Episcopal seminarians and students from at least 
a score of universities. Mostly they were young, but there was also a liberal sprinkling
of middle-class marchers in business suits and housewives with children in baby buggies. 23
Small, Covering Dissent, 61.
Terry Anderson, The Movement and the Sixties: Protest in America from Greensboro to Wounded Knee. 
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1995), 164.
Newsweek, April 24, 1967, p. 15.
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The article emphasized the participation of religious groups which suggested that 
the antiwar sentiment prevailed among them. Though the crowd was mainly young 
and included many students, the article did not ignore the fact that there were 
middle-class citizens among the marchers. On the other hand, by referring to draft- 
card burnings and Viet Cong flags, it indicated the radical elements among the 
protesters. Generally, the article suggested that however much the protest was 
dominated by young students, there were diverse participants in the march who 
were from different backgrounds and held different points of view about the war. 
The march included both radicals and moderates.
Newsweek gave crowd estimates of 125,000 in New York and 50,000 in 
San Francisco while pointing out that the marches were orderly.^'' It noted that this 
was the largest demonstration to that date. This point suggested that the protest 
was significant and worth covering. In addition, the crowd estimates pointed out 
that the number of participants had increased dramatically over 1965. Except an 
excerpt from Martin Luther King, Jr.’s speech, the article only noted the names of 
the persons who made speeches without indicating the content of the speeches.
Newsweek implied that the organizers failed to achieve their aim which was 
“the enlistment in common cause of both the peace movement and the civil-rights 
movement.” ®^ It meant that besides protesting the war, the main theme of this rally 
was to combine the antiwar and civil-rights movements which the demonstrators 
failed to achieve. Newsweek indicated this failure by noting that few blacks 
attended the rally. Newsweek added that moderates stayed away from the Spring 
Mobilization because of the radical elements.^® Though the article suggested 
diverse activists and adult participation, it seemed that the radical aspect of the
^Mbid., 15.
^^ Ibid., 15.
protest was more apparent than the moderate elements. It implied that the protest 
was organized by radical leftists even though the article did not offer any analysis 
about the background of the organizers of the Spring Mobilization.
Newsweek did not ignore that the protesters were harassed by 
counterdemonstrators. It noted:
For more than four hours they strolled down New York’s Madison Avenue, chanting, 
singing, waving banners and coming sporadically under fire from eggs, beer cans and 
other missiles hurled by a few bands of hooligans.
The article only described these events towards the protesters. No other incident 
or violence took place, and the march remained peaceful. Generally, the article did 
not support the antiwar activists, and it did not want to take any stand about the 
antiwar movement. The article indicated that, although the antiwar movement was 
enlarged, the press still regarded it as under the control of a radical minority and 
its participants likewise with few exceptions.
Time adopted a more critical stance towards the demonstrators and even 
continued somewhat to ridicule them. At the same time, it devoted more space to 
the rally and offered more detail than Newsweek did. In its April 21, 1967 issue 
Time estimated 125,000 protesters in New York and 55,000 in San Francisco It 
noted that, “The avowed aim of the ‘Spring Mobilization to End the War in Viet 
Nam’ was to demonstrate to President Johnson and the world the depth of feeling 
in the U.S. against the conflict” ®^ It added that their protests were “delighting 
Hanoi’s Ho Chi Minh,” which was supposed to have been the negative effect of the 
protests.^® In other words, it suggested that the protests were ruining the efforts of 
the Administration in Vietnam. This view strengthened the belief that the
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divisiveness on the homefront encouraged Hanoi to keep on fighting. Then the
article described the atmosphere of the demonstration ;
The gargatuan “demo” was as peaceful as its pacifist philosophy, as colorful as the 
kooky costumes and painted faces of its psychedelic “pot left” participants, and about as 
damaging to the U.S. image throughout the world as a blow from the daffodils and roses that 
the marchers carried in gaudy abundance.^®
The description was somewhat mocking the protesters. The article clearly did not
favor the activists. Time approached the protesters more negatively than
Newsweek. At the same time, it indicated that the protest was peaceful. Then the
article expressed the composition of the protesters ;
As the demonstration began, a confluence of contrasting groups flowed into the muddy 
Sheep Meadow of Manhattan’s Central Park: anarchists under black flags; Vassar girls 
proving that they are, too, socially conscious; boys wearing beads and old Army jackets; 
girls in ponchos and serapes, some with babies on their shoulders; Columbia University 
scholars in caps and gowns.
The article indicated the diversity of participants and their appearances and 
continued its description :
There were Vietniks and Peaceniks, Trotskyites and potskyites, a contingent of 24 Sioux 
Indians from South Dakota and a band of Iroquois led by one Mad Bear Anderson.
The protesters were from diverse groups. Because of their various backgrounds, 
their intentions and aims might have been different. It seemed that each group had 
its own reasons for opposing the war. This aspect can be understood from their 
slogans, too. As Time reported :
“Draft beer, not boys,” exclaimed one button in wavy script; “Peace with Beatlespower 
isFunlovefor life,” proclaimed a poster that owed more to Lennon than Lenin. A yellow 
papier-mache submarine cruised through the crowd, symbol of the psychedelic set's 
desire for escape. Angry-looking young Negroes from CORE and S.N.C.C. paced through 
the meadow carrying signs that read “I Don’t Give a Damn for Unde Sam” and “No Viet 
Cong ever called me Nigger.
Each participant group opposed the war according to their own beliefs, and their 
reasons differed from each other. As their slogans suggested the groups were
Ibid., 20. 
Ibid., 20. 
Ibid., 20. 
”  Ibid., 20.
diverse. At the same time, it suggested that there was no unity among the 
protesters. Their common cause was to protest the war, but their beliefs, aims and 
backgrounds were different. It seemed that each group had its own resentment 
with the war.
The article noted that 125 different antiwar groups participated and 
exemplified these groups as Women Strike for Peace, the New Left Students for a 
Democratic Society and the Maoist Progressive Labor Party. '^* It indicated that the 
participants extended from moderates to radicals. Though the article expressed 
the participation of different groups which generally had an ideological basis, it 
also pointed out that the protesters were not bound to any ideologies and gave an 
example of how the crowd responded to the New Left cheerleaders :
Cheerleader. What do we want?
Crowd: Peace!
Cheerleader When?
Crowd: Now!
Cheerleader Why?
Crowd: Dead silence, followed by a shrill female “Because!"^®
This response sustained the notion that every participant had his or her own
reason to oppose the war and it even suggested that they might not have had a 
reason for their opposition. It also strengthened the view that the participants had 
no unity except the desire to end the war.
The rest of the article revealed the reactions to the participation of Martin 
Luther King, Jr. in the protest and covered pieces from his speech as well as the 
speech of Stokely Carmichael. The article noted that some left wing persons did 
not participate in the demonstration, though they respected the expression of 
dissent, according to Time, “ None of the non-participants challenged the right of 
dissent -  simply the fact that this particular protest seemed based on a double
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standard that assumed Washington’s guilt and Hanoi's innocence.” ®^ It added that 
the demonstrations prolonged the war instead of finishing it because this 
divisiveness on the homefront encouraged Hanoi to keep on fighting and to reject 
peace negotiations. As Time noted this was the ultimate dilemma of peace 
protesters. The article argued that the activists sided with Hanoi and blamed the 
U.S. for the war. It suggested that their efforts hurt the image of the U.S. and 
subverted the potential peace with North Vietnam.
Generally, neither magazines supported the protesters. Instead they viewed 
them as damaging. They regarded the protesters as a conglomeration of minority 
groups with different intentions. Though they prefered not to take side with either 
the protesters or the Administration, from their coverage it seemed that they 
inclined to support the government and its policy in Vietnam. They ridiculed the 
protesters and displayed a kind of discontent with their activities. Most importantly, 
the press created a negative image of the demonstrators by stereotyping them. 
The generalization of bearded, long-haired, young students who were communist- 
oriented represented the standard portrayal of peace activists. The articles 
emphasized that the protesters were outsiders who did not fit in with conventional 
values. No violence was recorded by the press except the throwing of eggs at the 
demonstrators by the counterdemonstrators. The articles in 1967 did not pay any 
attention to the acts of the counterdemonstrators beyond that.
Time and Newsweek continued to cover the policy of the Administration and 
the antiwar sentiment in America throughout 1967. In its May 8, 1967 issue 
Newsweek revealed that Johnson called Gen. William C. Westmoreland home to 
describe the situation in Vietnam in order to calm down the critics of the war and 
sustain unity at home. With the intensification of bombing of North Vietnam during
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the year, the critics of the Vietnam policy had increased. Divisiveness on the
homefront was encouraging Hanoi to keep on fighting according to the basic
theme of the Westmoreland’s speech. The article noted :
Later in the speech (while a small flock of antiwar pickets tried to burn him in effigy 
outside) Westmoreland spoke of “recent unpatriotic acts here at home” and added: 
“Regrettably, I see signs of enemy success in that world arena which he cannot match on 
the battlefield. He does not understand that American democracy is founded on debate, 
and he sees every protest as evidence of crumbling morale and diminishing resolve.
Thus...encouraged by what he believes to be popular opposition to our effort in Vietnam, he 
is determined to continue his aggression from the north. This, inevitably, will cost liyes -  
American, Vietnamese and those of our other allies.”^ ^
As can be seen from the speech, being an antiwar activist continued to be 
regarded as unpatriotic. Such statements hurt the antiwar movement. At the same 
time, it contributed to the formation of a negative image of protesters and led to the 
stereotyping of activists. The same article contained a speech by South Dakota 
senator George McGovern who declared that the Administration was worried not 
about the impact of protests on Hanoi but the exposure of contradictions in policy 
by the dissenters and the "credibility gap.” ®^
The public was on the side of the Administration, and also they were in 
support of General Westmoreland while they hated the antiwar protests. As Terry 
Anderson pointed out, “Significantly, the public also disliked antiwar 
demonstrations, 70 percent feeling that they were acts of disloyalty and three- 
quarters stating that protests only encouraged the Communists.’’ ®^ The image of 
the protesters in the eyes of press, public and administration was similar. The 
article covering Westmoreland’s speech was not critical of the Administration’s 
policy in Vietnam, but it was critical of how they tried to handle the homefront in 
order to calm down dissent and establish unity at home. At the same time, 
speeches like Westmoreland’s could increase the protests and even create more
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divisiveness at home. The article revealed some doubts about the government’s 
policy beginning to appear, though the majority supported the bombings. Their 
reason for such support was the desire to achieve a quick end to the war. The 
article indicated that whatever doubts appeared, the majority was still on the side 
of the Administration.
In its July 10, 1967 issue, Newsweek described the hawks and doves on 
Vietnam, and it revealed how they were stereotyped :
This was graphically illustrated by the responses to a question [from pollsters] which asked 
people to identify the groups which support the war and those which oppose it. Among those 
cited for their hawkish sympathies were “patriotic Americans," Vietnam veterans and 
liberals. And among those lumped together on the dovish side, were such strange political 
bedfellows as Birch Society members, Communists, religious and civil-rights leaders, and 
“people with long hair and beards.
The article once again indicated the general image of the protesters. At the same 
time, it showed that the hawks were seen as patriotic Americans, and the doves 
were regarded as strange fellows from minor groups and even disloyal to their 
country. There was a negative opinion about the protesters.
In the coverage of the October March on the Pentagon, Time and 
Newsweek still held their negative opinions towards the protesters. Both 
magazines devoted more space to the march on the Pentagon than the earlier 
demonstrations.
The March on the Pentagon in fall 1967 was organized by the same group 
which held the Spring Mobilization. For the march, however, the Spring 
Mobilization Committee changed its name to the National Mobilization Committee 
which was known as the Mobe for short.·*^  The demonstration’s concept was to
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“Confront the Warmakers.”'*^  Both magazines devoted considerable space to this 
demonstration. Their interest in the protests apparently increased by late 1967, 
even though they did not favor the protesters and continued to stress their 
marginality. Time devoted more space to the demonstration than Newsweek, as 
had been the case in the coverage of the Spring Mobilization.
In its October 27, 1967 issue Time estimated 35,000 protesters in the 
capital and added that these protesters, “are immutably opposed to the U S, 
commitment in Viet Nam.” Newsweek gave nearly the same crowd estimate as 
Time, indicating that 40,000 protesters from various resistance groups came to 
Washington."^ When the crowd estimates are compared with the Spring 
Mobilization, it seemed that the number of participants decreased. Time described 
the events on October 21 and 22 in a six page article. It noted the diverse 
elements in the protest:
Within the tide of dissenters swarmed all the elements of American dissent in 1967: hard­
eyed revolutionaries and sky-larking hippies; ersatz motorcycle gangs and all-too-real 
college professors; housewives, ministers and authors; Black Nationalists in African garb -  
but no real African nationalists; nonviolent pacifists and nonpacific advocates of violence 
- some of them anti-anti-warriors and American Nazis spoiling for a fight.'’''
A wide range of demonstrators thus came to Washington to express their dissent. 
But the article suggested that the minor radical groups represented the majority of 
the protesters. Newsweek also described the demonstrators :
To build strength for the march on Washington, the National Mobilization Committee had 
pulled together a loose coalition of college professors, college dropouts. New Left radicals, 
orthodox liberals, clergymen, activist hippies, outspoken housewives and a sprinkling of 
Black Nationalists.'*^
Both articles indicated similar views about the constituency of the protesters 
Time’s article suggested that there were “Viet Cong flags mingled with signs
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affirming that ‘Che Guevara Lives,” posters proclaiming “Dump Johnson” and 
asking “Where Is Oswald When We Need Him?”'^ Such statements increased the 
negative image of the protesters. The protesters were perceived as disloyal to 
their country because of the Viet Cong flags which implied that they were on the 
side of the enemy.
Both magazines noted that there were protests not only in America but 
abroad. Newsweek noted that besides Washington, there were demonstrations in 
other U.S. cities and in Germany and England.'*^ Time concluded that:
Abroad, meanwhile, pro-Communists and a wider spectrum of emotional anti-Americans 
took to the streets in a dozen foreign capitals from London to Tokyo, Tel Aviv to West Berlin. 
At home, thousands of Americans backed “Operation gratitude,” a grass-roots effort to show 
support of U.S. troops in Viet Nam through all-night vigils and round-the-clock displays of
23
lights. 48
While noting the demonstrations abroad. Time emphasized that they were 
Communists and anti-Americans, a point Newsweek did not mention. Another 
aspect of Time’s coverage was the indication that there were some activities by 
supporters of the Administration. Newsweek made a similar observation that as 
result of the antiwar demonstration the supporters of the Administration staged 
their own performances across the country under the control of the National 
Committee for Responsible Patriotism.The article regarded the activities of 
supporters of the Administration as “loyalist parades” which sharpened the image 
of the antiwar protesters as disloyal and unpatriotic.‘^ ^
Time emphasized the diversity of the participating organizations and 
believed that some of them were antiwar while others were anti-American. The 
article pointed out the difference between genuine peace marchers and the
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radicals. But at the same time, the article did not underestimate the dominance of 
radical groups in the protest. It noted :
The political spectrum is broad, if predominantly on the carmine side of the rainbow, 
covering Trotskyites and Maoists, New Politics and Black Power radicals, Moscow-oriented 
Communists and the Socialist Workers Party, to nonideological mothers, bihops, pacifists 
and hippies. “The only thing we agree on is that we are against the Viet Nam war,” say a 
New York Upper East Side Leninist.
There was no unity among the participants in the demonstrations. Though they 
included moderates, the radical elements overshadowed them. Especially the 
leadership of the organization was in the hands of leftists who might have 
alienated the moderates and hurt the image of the antiwar movement. Newsweek 
noted that, “Chairman Dave Dellinger, an editor of the radical left’s Liberation 
magazine, had twice met with North Vietnamese officials in Hanoi; Jerry Rubin, 
project co-director for the march, is a leader of the Peking-oriented Progressive 
Labor Party.”®^ All these details sustained the view that the protesters were 
damaging elements, because the march was run by radicals besides its radical 
participants. In the midst of the radicalism, moderates without particular ideologies 
disappeared. This approach was sustained by the declarations of the North 
Vietnamese. Time reported tha t:
Even before the march began, the Viet Cong’s “Liberation Press Agency” announced the 
formation of a “South Viet Nam People’s Committee for Solidarity with the American 
People.” Its aim: to cheer on the dissenters and encourage desertion among American 
and South Vietnamese troops. Said a message to the Mob from North Vietnamese 
Premier Pham Van Dong: “The Vietnamese people thank their friends in America and 
wish them great success in their mounting movement.®^
It is not surprising to see that the protesters were viewed as damaging to U.S. 
efforts in Vietnam after such statements. Time focused on the anti-American 
elements and manipulation of the protesters by Communists rather than on the 
dissent from the war. The coverage did not regard them as genuine peace
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marchers but as radicals who acted with different intentions. Both articles also 
emphasized that the moderate elements stayed out of the protests because of the 
radicals.
Both Time and Newsweek described confrontations in several cities and 
campuses. Confrontations between the police and the protesters in some 
situations turned into violent incidents. For example, protesters who wanted to 
block the way of army inductees in Oakland refused to obey the orders of police, 
and this provoked a violent clash.®  ^While demonstrators threw bricks, the police 
used Mace and batons. Newsweek noted that, “bystanders were appalled at the 
savagery of the police attack.”®'* Violence became an important aspect of the 
demonstrations. Even the Washington rally was not without violence. The 
Administration took serious precautions in Washington in anticipation of violence, 
and a military police confrontation with protesters at the Pentagon led to injuries 
and damages.®® Both articles devoted space to violent confrontations; this was a 
novelty in the protest.
The articles also continued the pattern of ridiculing the protesters. Time
noted :
Fearful that forces guarding the Pentagon would spray them with Mace, the hippies 
concocted a counterspray called lysergic acid crypto ethylene (LACE). Purportedly a 
purplish aphrodisiac brewed by the flipped-out pharmacist of hippiedom, Augustus Owsley 
Stanley III, LACE “makes you want to take off your clothes, kiss people and make love." °^
It described how weird the peace protesters were, and in a sense the article did 
not take them seriously. Newsweek also noted similar absurdity among the 
hippies, “Outside the great granite building, one gaggle of hippies stood atop a
25
^Mbid., 12.
Newsweek, October 30, 1967, p. 13. 
Time, October 27, 1967, pp. 11-12. 
Ibid., 17.
flatbed truck shouting, ‘Out demons, out.' Time added that a hippie declared 
that a five sided figure was evil and by circling it the hippies tried to exorcise it.®® In 
the midst of violence and radicals, hippies had a humorous side. It can be 
understood from the articles that the antiwar movement was a strange and 
peculiar combination of different groups. It included diverse and bizarre elements 
which in fact did not resemble each other. This feature attracted the media’s 
attention to them. These groups and their acts were newsworthy.
Time and Newsweek did not analyze Johnson’s Vietnam policy and did not 
criticize him. While they did not favor the protesters. Time pointed out that protest 
would display the freedom of dissent in America and added “On the contrary, the 
generally permissive reception accorded last week’s demonstrations suggests that 
the American electorate has matured considerably since the hagridden, self- 
doubting days of the early 1950s.’’®®
Each magazine carried photos of the March on the Pentagon. One of the 
photos in Time showed the violent confrontation between the marshals and the 
protesters at the Pentagon. While it included photos of prominent antiwar figures, 
the picture of a young man putting a flower in the gun of a soldier was one of the 
more impressive images. One photo showed a poster of Che Guevara which was 
written in Spanish, while another portrayed a woman with a banner proclaiming 
“Babies are not for burning.” All the pictures represented the diversity of the crowd 
and at the same time, it emphasized that the protesters were generally young.®°
The photos in Newsweek generally focused on the protests outside 
Washington. One photo showed the police rushing the protesters with sticks and
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Mace at the Oakland Army induction center, while another portrayed a 
confrontation between a student and a policeman in Wisconsin with a caption 
noting that the student shouted “fascist” at the police because they used tear gas 
to disperse the crowd. While the article contained a photo of the crowd in the 
Washington march, another picture showed protesters being dragged by the police 
in Portland where a “stop-the-draft” protest took place.®^  It seemed that Newsweek 
focused more on the violent side of the protests than Time which chiefly presented 
pictures of protesters and their banners. Only one photo in Time showed a 
confrontation between police and demonstrators.
Generally the coverage of the magazines inclined to reflect negative 
images of the demonstrators. Though the antiwar sentiment began to grow after 
1965, the negative image of protesters remained unchanged. At the same time, 
both magazines were more tolerant of the counterdemonstrations and when some 
doubts about the war and its conduct appeared, they were not critical of the 
Administration. In fact, Time and Newsweek emphasized the damaging effect of 
the protests on the war effort. From 1965 to 1967, the press regarded the 
protesters as composed of a youthful minority. Until the March on the Pentagon, 
there was no violence reported by the magazines, and the coverage was generally 
about the intentions, aims and appearances of the antiwar protesters. But at the 
end of 1967, when violent confrontations began to take place between the police 
and the demonstrators, these occurrences started to draw the interest of the 
press. Though their coverage somewhat ridiculed the protesters, these novel and 
interesting groups were worth covering. As long as the majority seemed to support 
the war effort, however, other elements of demonstrations and the views of the 
participants were less attractive for the press to cover.
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The coverage in Time and Newsweek created a negative image of the 
protesters because, as Melvin Small stated, the press represented middle-class 
values and was inclined to resist activities outside of acceptable behaviour as 
defined by these values Since the organizers of the demonstrations were 
“antiestablishment“ figures, the press tended to cover them negatively, because 
neither the protesters nor the organizers fit within middle-class values.®  ^ At the 
same time, instead of demonstrations, the press favored expression of dissent 
within the system or, as Melvin Small argued, at the “ballot box or in Congress, not 
in the streets.”®^ It was not surprising to see that the coverage did not favor the 
activists in the years 1965 to 1967 because their activities deviated from middle- 
class norms. They were presented as damaging to the society and the war effort. 
They were viewed as unpatriotic because of the radical elements. As Daniel Hallin 
pointed out, sympathizing with the enemy mean that a person was a traitor, and 
questioning policy meant having a political opinion contrary to the majority. Hallin 
added that the antiwar movement was viewed as a “threat to internal security” but 
not as a part of “political debate.”®® The press’ focus on the radical parts and the 
violent aspects of the antiwar movement must have been one of the reasons for 
the creation of the negative image because it seemed that in order to have been 
regarded as newsworthy, the movement had to play the role of disruptive, violent
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In the early days of protests, the press covered them negatively because 
they were different from the conventional types. The radical views and
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sympathizers with the enemy among the leaders of the antiwar movement 
overshadowed the real aims and efforts of peace marchers. From 1965 to 1967, 
magazine coverage was not on the side of the protesters and ridiculed them. 
Being an antiwar activist meant being unpatriotic and disloyal in these years. As 
the antiwar sentiment spread and the demonstrations drew more participants, the 
press became more concerned about it. At the same time, the coverage in 1965- 
1967 did not criticize the Administration. It seemed that there was still confidence 
in the government policy, though some suspicions about the war started to appear. 
In these years, the main theme of opposition to the war was hidden behind the 
concept of anti-Americanism which was used to define the protesters.
CHAPTER 2
The Years 1968-1969
Coverage of international events marked the year 1968. Arab Israeli War,
chaos in Czechoslovakia and student riots in France formed the main themes of
coverage throughout 1968. Both Time and Newsweek gave priority to these
international events in their news. Though debate about the Vietnam War
continued, it seemed that both magazines lost their interest in the antiwar
movement. After the Tet Offensive and Johnson’s decision not to run for
reelection, the Chicago Democratic Convention became the centre of the news at
the end of August. The coverage of the events in Chicago marked a shift in the
relations between the press and the antiwar movement as well as the relations
between the press and the police. The violent incidents that occurred during the
convention week had an impact on the approach of correspondents to the
activists. The indiscriminate police violence became the main theme of the news in
September. The press moved to a more neutral portrayal of the antiwar movement
which it often had ridiculed during 1967.
Through most of 1968, both magazines covered virtually nothing about the
antiwar movement. When a change in the draft system occurred, Newsweek
published an article about the new rules. According to Newsweek:
The new rules abolish deferments for graduate study in all fields but medicine and 
dentistry, eliminate occupational exemptions except in the case of “essential community 
need,” and reaffirm the existing policy of drafting the oldest eligible men first (age 26 still 
remains the effective upper limit of the draft.) An exception was made for men now in their 
second year of graduate school or higher -  they will be allowed to complete their studies.’
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The article reported that the new rules increased the dissent. Apart from that, 
however, before the Chicago Democratic Convention in 1968, Newsweek and 
Time did not cover any significant news about the antiwar movement.
As the date of Chicago Democratic Convention got closer, the two 
magazines started to wonder about what would happen. They mostly were 
concerned with the potential for confrontation between the police and 
demonstrators. Their curiosity was increased by the statements of Mayor Daley 
who said that he would not allow any demonstrations in Chicago, not even 
peaceful ones, and that he would call out the National Guard in case of 
disruptions. Mayor Richard Daley vowed that he would maintain “law and order" in 
Chicago and refused to give any parade permits.
Newsweek indicated the tense atmosphere in Chicago and noted that 
violence was expected in the city during the convention week. The magazine 
revealed that National Guard troops were in the city, in addition to the 11,900-man 
police force of Chicago. In addition to these precautions, 7,500 riot-trained Regular 
Army troops were on alert, and Secret Service men, FBI agents, narcotics 
investigators, military intelligence men and assorted private police arrived in the 
city.^ Time described this scene and noted, “Daley turned Chicago into a bristling 
armed camp, with a posse of more than 23,000 at the ready. The convention hall 
was protected by barbed wire and packed with cops and security agents. 
WELCOME TO PRAGUE, said demonstrators’ signs ’’^  Newsweek added that, 
“Their stated mission: to maintain ‘law and order... in connection with threathened 
mob disorders that may occur.’ Their instructions: ‘Shoot to kill’ as a last resort in
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cases of looting or arson.’"* Such preparations indicated that violence \A/as 
inevitable if the activists and police confronted each other. Time’s report indicated 
that the precautions that were taken reached an extreme, even ridiculous point 
And whereas the Time article cited demonstrators making a comparison between 
Prague and Chicago, Newsweek made the remark directly itself and noted, “Thus 
did the 35“  ^Democratic National Convention approach last week in an atmosphere 
that evoked the embattled city of Prague.’’®
Both magazines tended to use similar examples to describe the tense 
atmosphere in Chicago, and the comparison of Prague and Chicago offered a kind 
of irony. In addition, Time criticized Mayor Daley sarcastically; it concluded that 
Mayor Daley, “has ruled his province like a Chinese warlord,’’ and added, “Chicago 
is Mayor Richard Daley’s satrapy.’’® On the other hand, such preparations were 
clearly designed to deter activists from coming to Chicago. From the two page 
coverage in Newsweek, it can be understood that some important and tense 
events would occur in Chicago during convention. The coverage included photos 
of an armory on the streets which sustained the piece of article about the 
precautions and included a report and a photo of the arrest of yippies who were 
going to nominate a pig called “pigasus” for the presidency.^
Further, the article suggested that thousands of war protesters, anti- 
Humphrey activists, hippies, yippies and less easily categorized dissidents were in 
Chicago and added, “the grim prospect of violence in the streets was no laughing 
matter.’’® While the article indicated that violence was expected in Chicago, it did 
not suggest who would be responsible for any incidents. It showed the expectation
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of violence with an incident that took place in Sioux Falls, S.D. According to the 
article:
At midweek, two police detectives stopped 17-year-old yippie Dean Johnson of Sioux Falls 
S.D. for questioning. Police say Johnson drew a gun from his travel bag and fired at the two 
detectives. They returned the fire and hit Johnson twice, once in heart. He became the
g
convention s first fatal victim.
Newsweek added that the threat during the Convention included not just the 
confrontation between police and demonstrators, but a possible uprising in the 
city’s black ghettos. Although, it did not favour the activists, stories of the yippies 
who nominated “pigasus” and other activists who practiced a Japanese protest 
technique of snake dancing in Lincoln Park, showed the contrast between the 
extreme precautions of Mayor Daley and the people at whom these precautions 
were directed -  a group of youth who used original and even humourous ideas to 
show their dissent. Though it did not favour the activists, in other words, the article 
did not find them particularly dangerous. The reports were generally neutral. But it 
could not be ignored that both Time and Newsweek strongly criticized Mayor 
Daley and hinted that the responsibility for any violence potentially lay with the 
Chicago police.
The expectation of violence proved to be right. Newsweel^s report was 
more detailed than Time’s. Newsweek devoted nearly four pages to the events 
during the convention and gave full details of the violence. In addition, it devoted 
another two pages with the title “Beat the Press” to the confrontations between 
correspondents and police in its September 9, 1968 issue. It provided an insight in 
to who the protesters were in its report. Both articles included photos, while Time's 
article contained some drawings of Mayor Daley, delegates, demonstrators, police 
and National Guardsmen.
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Newsweek covered the events of the week with a task force of eight 
reporters. The title of the article was interesting: “Lots of Law, Little Order.” The 
article suggested that lots of law did not provide any order, but in fact its excessive 
use created the disorder in Chicago. The article noted, “Bound and determined to 
enforce the mayor’s concept of law and order, the police massively overreacted to 
provocations ranging from mischievousness to acts of defiance - and themselves 
became the prime source of violence.” “^ Time added, “With billy clubs, tear gas 
and Mace, the blue-shirted, blue-helmeted cops violated the civil rights of 
countless innocent citizens and contravened every accepted code of professional 
police discipline.’’”  Newsweek demonstrated the overreaction of the police by 
narrating each incident that took place in Chicago, which lent strength to their view 
that the police and Mayor Daley bore primary responsibility for the violence in 
Chicago. Time did not give the details of each incident like Newsweek, but it 
echoed the belief that the police overreacted to provocations and provided some 
examples.
Though some activists were discouraged by Mayor Daley’s refusal to let 
them demonstrate or sleep in city parks, 8,000 to 10,000 youthful protesters 
showed up in Chicago. Newsweek noted that they were fewer than expected. In a 
sense, the statements of the previous week had worked to prevent many 
protesters’ arrival in Chicago because of the possiblity of violent incidents. The 
protesters might have anticipated the possible repetition of the police assaults that 
had happened during the Mobe demonstrations in April 1968.^^ The earlier tactics 
of the Chicago police suggested that similar events would occur again if the
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demonstrators showed up. Time criticized Mayor Daley for his refusal to issue 
parade permits and noted ;
Had Daley been gifted with either humane imagination or a sense of humor, he would have 
arranged to welcome the demonstrators, cosset them with amenities like portable toilets, as 
the Government did during the Washington civil rights march of 1963. Instead, Daley
13virtually invited violence.
The article emphasized that the strict and extreme precautions might have created 
more trouble than they eliminated. Newsweel^s article continued that the 
demonstrators defied the 11.00 p.m. park curfew, and the first incident occurred in 
Lincoln Park:
The stand was an instant and total flop. The Chicago cops easily drove the uncertain 
youngsters out of the park shortly after the curfew hour. But several hundred of the refugees 
milled around at a nearby intersection causing a massive, horn-honking traffic jam. The cops 
barked out orders for the kids to move on and they began to disperse. Not fast enough for 
some police. Billy sticks began to fly. Gangs of police rushed on foot from one group to 
another, and in their wake left the first of the week’s bleeding heads and the sting of Mace.^"*
The next night nearly the same events occurred in the park. Throughout the
article, the youth of the demonstrators was emphasized with words like “kids”,
“youngsters” and “teenaged”. The harsh methods the police used on the young
demonstrators detailed in the article could shock readers. The article noted ;
The spectacle of Army troops aligned against a college-age crowd, highlighted by the 
television lights and captured by the television cameras set up in front of the Hilton, was a 
perceived reality that some observers could not bear. “You just had to do it, didn’t you?” 
screamed an almost hysterical woman at a policeman. “You just had to do it. ” Then she 
broke down and cried. “My God,” said another woman, “they're proving everything those 
kids have been saying.”
On the one hand, because of the violence, activists or potential activists 
withdrew from the demonstrations, while on the other hand, these violent 
measures on kids generated sympathy. At that point, the influence of the media 
over public opinion became an important issue, because the coverage of the press
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presented the unrestricted police brutality against provocations which were mostly 
verbal. In a sense, it can be said that the coverage was in favor of the 
demonstrators. But Newsweek indicated that the protesters were hippies, yippies 
and dissidents from similar groups. This generalization created the image that the 
hippies confronted the police and when this generalization combined with the 
image of hippies in the society, the public might have sided with the police.’® The 
press was mainly responsible for this negative image because of their portrayals of 
antiwar activists in previous demonstrations. As Melvin Small pointed out, “In part, 
the media had only themselves to blame since they had dwelled on the violent 
and destabilizing aspects of antiwar protests ever since they first made headlines 
in 1965.”’ ^
The violence directed towards the activists did not provide the antiwar 
movement new supporters. The unpopular image of hippies, leftists, yippies and 
other factions of the antiwar movement sustained public opinion against them, 
despite the coverage of the incidents in Chicago. In a post-election interview in the 
University of Michigan Survey Research Center’s biennial study of voting 
behaviour, a question uncovered reactions towards the Chicago incidents ;
Did you happen to hear anything about what went on between the police and the 
demonstrators in Chicago at the Democratic convention? (IF YES) Do you think the police 
used too much force, the right amount of force, or not enough force with the demonstrators?
The following distribution of replies was obtained:
Did not hear about what went on 12%
Too much force 19%
Right amount of force 32%
Not enough force 25%
Don’t know 12%
100% 18
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This survey sustained the view that despite the coverage, the public did not favor 
the activists, and they reacted according to their previous beliefs about them. It 
was interesting to see that one-fourth of those surveyed believed that the police 
did not use enough force. The viewers and readers might not have been 
influenced on behalf of the protesters by the coverage, but first hand witnesses to 
the violence in Chicago might have felt sympathy towards the activists. The 
Chicago Convention provided an example of the extent of media influence on 
public opinion and in consequence, it seemed that it was hard to weigh the impact 
of media on the public precisely.The negative reaction of public also indicates 
that the press coverage between 1965 to 1967, which was not favorable toward 
the activists, created stereotypes in the minds of Americans which could not be 
easily changed. The negative stereotyping of the protesters might have affected 
the perception the public had of the antiwar demonstrations because "Such 
symbolic attitudes can provide all the cues necessary in responding to a new 
situation or issue.” °^ Their established beliefs about the demonstrators from 1965 
were seemingly too deep-seated to change easily.
Newsweek noted several other incidents during the convention week. It 
gave the second evening’s toll, “100 injured, including seventeen newsmen; 130 
arrrests,” and Time gave the total estimates of the week, “According to Chicago 
police records, 49% of the 650 arrested came from outside Illinois (most from New 
York and Michigan); the majority were in their teens and 20s and only 91 prisoners 
were 30 or above.’’^  ^ Time did not refer to the injuries of newsmen, and it 
emphasized the participants were mainly young.
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The targets confrontation took place when the demonstrators planned to march to
the convention hall on the day of the balloting for the Democratic Party nomination
Though the march had not started, the protesters spilled into streets mostly near
the Hilton Hotel and events proceeded :
Spectators, television cameramen, everyone in the street and on the sidewalks was swept 
up until the crowd was backed up into the solid mass at the south end of the Hilton. “Pigs, 
pigs, pigs,” the contemptous youths began yelling. “Oink, oink, oink.” Then, without warning, 
150 angry cops surged into the terrified crowd, and it didn’t matter who was who. “W e’ll kill 
all you bastards,” screamed a policeman as he kicked into the howling, terrified mob. He 
grabbed a youngster by his long brown hair, turned him around and jabbed a billy club into 
his groin. The youth, crying, fell to his knees, as another cop kicked him in the stomach. A 
plate-glass window in the hotel’s drugstore gave way under the pressure of bodies. On the 
street, panicky youths trampled each other trying to get away. A jumble of bodies curled on 
the ground as police mercilessly pounded them to the pavement with their clubs.^^
The article detailed both the provocations of the protesters and the reaction of the
police. The reaction of the police seemed excessive to the provocations which
generally consisted of chanting. But in the end, it suggested that the kids were
defenseless against the clubs and guns of the police. Similarly, Time referred to
the provocations and the response of the police :
The demonstrators constantly taunted the police and in some cases deliberately disobeyed 
reasonable orders. Most of the provocations were verbal -  screams of “Pig!” and fouler 
epithets. Many cops seemed unruffled by the insults. Policeman John Gruber joked: “We 
kind of like the word pig. Some of us answer our officers ‘Oink,oink,sir,’ just to show it 
doesn’t bother us.” The police reacted more angrily when the demonstrators sang God 
Bless America or recited “I pledge allegiance to the flag.”^ ^
This article suggested that the provocations were mostly verbal which the officers
could accept. It pointed out that the protesters acted deliberately to provoke the
police in some cases. It seemed that the police reacted most harshly when the
protesters used national, patriotic themes. It seemed that the article put some
blame on the protesters in the violent confrontations. It indicated that the
protesters were ready for such incidents and possessed some materials such as
“nail-studded golf balls.’’^ “^ On the other hand, though the verbal taunting by the
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protesters turned to physical assaults, the article concluded that the police used 
too much force. The example also indicated that the police reacted to acts more 
severely NA'hich were directed to objects of national pride and honour. In a sense, 
the article may have used the examples of police reaction to lowering the flag or 
singing God Bless America by the protesters in order to justify the reaction of the 
police a little bit.
Time’s article, though it condemned the excessive use of force by the 
police, was not in favor of the protesters and indicated that they also had some 
responsibility for the incidents. In the following pages of the article, it suggested 
that the protesters were looking for trouble which would serve their ends ;
Long before, the Democratic Convention assembled, the protest leaders who organized 
last week's marches and melees realized that they stood no chance of influencing the 
political outcome or reforming “the system.” Thus their strategy became one of calculated 
provocation. The aim was to irritate the police and party bosses so intensely that their
25reactions would look like those of mindless brutes and skull-busters.
Though it said earlier that Mayor Daley invited the violence with his statements
before the convention, the article also suggested that the protesters invited the 
violence in order to draw attention. From this article, it seemed that each side was 
as responsible as the other for the violence. But again, the reaction of the police 
was more than necessary. As professionals, the police had to know the limits in 
dealing with young protesters. The article noted that without evidence or a search 
warrant, the police even attacked campaign volunteers of Eugene McCarthy, a 
peace volunteer.
As Newsweek described the protesters, “They were, on the whole, a 
disorganized bunch-barefooted hippies, tongue-in-cheek yippies (Youth 
International Party members), McCarthy-buttoned students,” and added only a
"Ibid.. 24.
small part of them were apparently militant.^® On the other hand, Time described 
the crowd as :
There were the self-styled “American revolutionaries” -among them anarchists and 
Maoists, hard-core members of the National Mobilization Committee to End the War in Viet 
Nam, and Students for a Democratic Society -  many of them veterans of the October March 
on the Pentagon. There was the Youth International Party (yippies), minions of the absurd 
whose leaders failed to levitate the Pentagon but whose antics at least leavened the grim 
seriousness of the New Leftists with much-needed humor. And then there were the young
McCarthy workers, the “Clean for Gene” contingent who had shaved beards, lengthened
27miniskirts and turned on to political action in the mainstream.
In contrast to Newsweek then. Time presented the activists as a radical and 
militant minority except the McCarthy volunteers who adapted themselves to 
mainstream norms. It even ridiculed the protesters. Comparing the two 
descriptions of the protesters, Newsweek was more sympathetic towards the 
demonstrators than Time. Time’s article served to sustain the established beliefs 
of the public that the antiwar activists were composed of New Leftists and 
counterculture members who opposed mainstream values. Though the article 
regarded some of the protesters as, “tatterdemalion innocents with long hair, 
granny glasses,” it added that some of them were not that innocent.^® It was 
understood that the protesters were not as defenseless as it was thought against 
the police. The article signified that the protesters had equipped themselves to get 
ready for a violent type of confrontation. But again Time regarded them as a 
minority and did not generalize this to all activists.
As mentioned earlier, the protesters wanted to draw attention, and they 
received that attention. Time reported, “The demonstrators had chanted the night 
before; The whole world is watching!’ And it was. Newspapers and television 
commentators from Moscow to Tokyo reacted with revulsion to the orgy of
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violence in America’s Second City.”^^  It suggested the events were broadcast and 
published all over the world which strengthened the view that it was newsworthy to 
analyze. At the same time, it showed that the excessive use of force was what 
made it so attractive to cover. Time concluded, “ Ironically -  and perhaps 
significantly -  the demonstrators’ most effective allies were the police, without 
whose brutal aid the protest would not have been so striking.” “^ The main theme of 
in both Time and Newsweek was the brutality of the police towards the 
demonstrators rather than the antiwar issues. With stories about the violence in 
the streets of Chicago and the debate about whether the police used excessive 
force or not, the coverage strayed away from antiwar themes. The subject was 
police brutality. Although it was clear that the protesters were antiwar activists in 
the articles, this was not the central issue. The main point was they were bunch of 
college-age people beaten by the police.
Furthermore, it did not matter who the police met; they were harsh against 
everyone in their way, especially anyone hippie looking. This led to the injury of 
many newsmen and even bystanders. The indiscriminate nature of the police 
brutality was the core of the criticism. The police assaulted anyone whether hippie, 
yippie, student, adult, activist or militant, without any limits.
The beatings of photographers drew particular attention and indicated 
police awareness of their own excesses. The actions towards the media combined 
with the belief that the press was on the side of the protesters; as stated in the 
Newsweek article, “the official line was that if the media hadn’t given the antiwar 
groups so much attention, they never would have come to Chicago in the first
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place.”^^  Time made the same point and concluded that the police generally 
singled out newsmen covering action.^^ Both magazines reported the event 
without favoring the antiwar activists, but they were not on the side of the police, 
either. On the other hand, Newsweek admitted, “The presence of television 
cameras and newsmen undoubtedly did help attract at least some of the 
demonstrators to Chicago because it assured them that their protest would receive 
national attention." '^* With these words, they accepted that they had a role in the 
demonstrations. But journalists were doing their jobs, and there was no justifiable 
reason for the police assault on them. Before the beginning of the convention, it 
was recognized that Mayor Daley was willing to prevent newsmen from doing their 
jobs and with convention restrictions and police pressure on the streets, there was 
little space left for the press to move.
Before the Chicago Convention, the press generally covered the 
demonstrations without favoring activists and even ridiculed them. But in some 
sense, the incidents in Chicago, especially the police reaction to newsmen, 
created a bias in the media against officialdom and contributed to a shift in the 
mood of the press towards activists in following years.
Both articles supported their coverage with photos. Time magazine 
contained photos of delegates and the convention hall, but it also included photos 
of the confrontation between the police and the demonstrators. One of the pictures 
showed three policemen attacking a young protester on Michigan Avenue. The 
photo was evidence of police brutality. Another photo showed protesters along the 
police line which had been established to prevent them from marching. A picture of 
Yippies on a monument in Grant Park to protest the arrest of one of their leaders
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depicted long-haired and bearded young people with flags and banners. It 
sustained the view that the demonstrators were generally young. Newsweek 
published similar photos that showed the police assault on the protesters under 
the title “Battleground.” Soldiers were shown holding guns against the crowd.
After the events in Chicago, an investigation by the Walker Commission 
sustained the view of the press that the police used excessive force. The report 
pointed out that stereotyping the crowd created the grim consequences.^^ The 
report suggested that the crowd was composed of different people with different 
intentions, but mostly, they were there to express their views in peaceful terms. In 
some cases, the demonstrators created trouble, but the police response was 
excessive. The report included statements of eye-witnesses, and from these 
stories it concluded that the events in Chicago represented a “police riot.” ®^ The 
report emphasized that the violence directed at journalists was “plainly 
deliberate.”^^  This view was in accord with the Newsweek article which mentioned 
that the police did not want their actions seen and thought that the newsmen 
supported the demonstrators. Despite the witnesses, stories and the Walker 
Commision report, however, public opinion was in favor of the police.^® This raises 
the issue of to what extent the media can influence its audience. Its potential 
impact on the public was one of the important reasons for the police’s desire to 
impede media operations in Chicago. It could be said that there was no reliable
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way to weigh the precise impact of the media on the public.^® While Chicago 
represented a turning point in relations between the press and the antiwar 
movement, it was also marked a significant moment in press and police relations 
which made the press more critical about police violence.
For the demonstrators, Chicago ended the hope of achieving their goals, 
especially the end of the war, within the sys tem .Th e  two major antiwar 
demonstrations during 1969 reflected this conclusion. First came the Moratorium 
on October 15, which the press often referred to as M-day, followed by the March 
on Washington in mid-November. The coverage of the Moratorium suggested the 
shift in the mood of the two magazines towards a more favorable reporting of the 
protesters. On the other hand, the November Mobilization received as much 
coverage in Time and Newsweek as the Moratorium, but some ideological 
elements in it, mostly among its organizers, made the press cover it more 
cautiously, and they did not show the same enthusiasm as they did for the 
Moratorium. Both magazines were critical of the Nixon Administration which 
created a debate about whether the media distorted the news and had biased 
coverage in 1969.
The Moratorium on October 15 was designed to produce support for the 
immediate withdrawal of troops from Vietnam or at least to maintain a fixed 
schedule for withdrawal'^V In order to achieve this goal, the organizers created the 
Moratorium idea which was based on the suspension of the usual business 
routine for a day. The founders of the Vietnam Mobilization Committee and 
organizers of the Moratorium were Sam Brown and David Hawk, former McCarthy
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volunteers. Moratorium was supported by prominent politicians, clergymen, 
students, workers and academicians. Its liberal and moderate basis, together with 
the organizers’ dedication to peaceful conduct of demonstrations produced this 
broad support.
Two days before the Moratorium, in its October 13, 1969 issue, Newsweek 
wrote about the origin and the organizers of the Moratorium and noted that most of 
the volunteers and organizers were from the McCarthy-for-president campaign. 
The organizers adapted the methods they had used in the McCarthy campaign to 
the Moratorium. The article revealed the aim of the Moratorium, "a search for 
support for a nationwide demonstration on Oct. 15 designed to pressure President 
Nixon into immediate unilateral withdrawal of American troops from Vietnam.’"’  ^
Newsweek predicted that although the Moratorium began as a “campus-oriented 
protest,” it would turn out to be the most significant antiwar protest, if the 
organization realized its plans."*^  In addition, it emphasized that the protest was 
prominent especially in the Northeast and on the West Coast. The article listed the 
planned events that would take place on October 15 and concluded that prominent 
antiwar politicians supported the Moratorium giving it a mainstream cast. The 
article added that the protests would continue a day longer each month until the 
Vietnam War ended.
Time published an article about the Moratorium with the headline “Strike 
Against the War” on October 17, 1969. The article noted that the Moratorium was 
designed to show the desire of the American people to end the war." M-day, Oct. 
15, [is] a movement intended by its organizers and supporters to show the Nixon
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Administration that large and growing numbers of Americans want out of the Viet 
Nam war as fast as possible.”'*^  Additionally, the article compared the Moratorium 
with earlier protests, such as the March on the Pentagon in October 1967 and the 
riots in Chicago, and pointed out that, “Each of those involved only a minority of 
the young and the radical intelligentsia, not anything resembling a cross-section of 
U S. society.”'*® The article viewed the October Moratorium as a landmark in the 
antiwar movement. This view was strengthened by the diversity of the participants 
from all sections of society. The magazine no longer viewed the activists as simply 
radical youngsters. This new feature made the Moratorium different from earlier 
protests :
Small town housewives and Wall Street lawyers, college presidents and politicians, 
veteran demonstrators and people who have never made the “V ” sign of peace movement -  
thousands of Americans who have never thought to grow a beard, don a hippie headband or 
burn a draft card - planned to turn out on M-day to register their dismay and frustration over 
Vietnam. Yesterday’s Vietniks are determined to grow into tomorrow’s majority.'’^
While the article underlined the diversity of the participants, it also illuminated the 
earlier prejudiced views about the antiwar demonstrators. The article indicated that 
antiwar sentiment prevailed among Americans, and the frustration of the war was 
one of the reasons that brought these people together. The article revealed that 
the unifying factor was the “exhaustion of patience with the war, doubt about the 
pace of Richard Nixon’s efforts to end it.”'*® No other direct reasons were cited in 
the article to reveal why the antiwar sentiment now extended to all segments of 
society.
Indirectly, however, the article offered one possible explanation for broad 
participation. It concluded :
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They appealed to almost everyone unhappy with the war, shunning extremists and 
avoiding ideological factionalism. The absence of New Left infighting and cant was 
refreshing. One Columbia student confessed: “It will be nice to go to a demonstration 
without having to swear allegiance to Chairman Mao.”^ ®
The lack of ideology and anti-Americanism, in sum, made the Moratorium popular, 
and magazines tended to cover it more positively. Many who opposed the war. 
had been under the pressure of being defined as unpatriotic and anti-American 
because of the declarations of radical factions. But the Moratorium participants 
were ordinary citizens expressing their dissent from the war but not from their 
country, and were not bounded by any ideologies. The Moratorium depended on 
local expressions of dissent rather that mass demonstrations. This peculiarity 
made the protest more original than previous activities so that the press showed 
more interest in Moratorium activities. Time also pointed out that besides the 
prevalent participation in the Northeast and West Coast to the Moratorium, there 
were even some antiwar activities in the South and Midwest.
Like Newsweel^s report about the Moratorium, Time also explained the 
background of the organization and did not neglect that the protest came out from 
campuses and spread to all parts of the society. The article noted, “Once again it 
was the “children’s crusade” that led the way; it was the students who spread the 
M-Day idea.”^°The article continued with how the novel idea of suspending 
business-as-usual was created, and then it described the founders of this new 
theme. The article explained why the Moratorium was scheduled for mid-October 
and noted the tactical reasons of the organizer Sam Brown. “He wanted the peace 
movement’s student nucleus back on campus, and he wanted more time for
discontent to develop over the cautious pace of Nixon’s moves 51
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At the same time, both the Time and Newsweek articles reported that the
organizers applied the techniques of the New Politics of 1968 learned during the
McCarthy campaign. Time's article underlined that “their dedication was
awesome.”^^  Thus, the coverage appreciated the organizing skills and the will of
the Vietnam Mobilization Committee. It also suggested that although Nixon was
elected allegedly with a seaet plan to end the war, he had not moved quickly
enough to sustain his promise. It was the first time either magazine devoted so
much attention to the background of an antiwar organization and its techniques.
While Newsweek gave three columns to the Moratorium, Time produced six
pages of coverage. Among other things, Time noted the efforts of the
Administration and its reactions to the Moratorium. The article cited Nixon’s
thoughts about the Moratorium. Nixon said “under no circumstances will I be
affected whatever by it.’’®^ Nixon’s declaration was followed by Vice President
Spiro Agnew’s denunciation of M-day as “a b s u r d . T h e  article noted that this
approach was a mistake and concluded tha t:
Nixon now seems to have raised false hopes, and this week’s Moratorium may be 
only the beginning of the price he must pay for doing so. The specific impact of the 
Moratorium will not be known for some time, but plainly Nixon cannot escape the effects of 
the antiwar movement.®^
It seemed that the President could not ignore the Moratorium, and journalists 
thought that the Moratorium would be a significant event. In its October 20, 1969 
issue, Newsweek implied that the policies of Nixon were no longer effective, and 
he was no longer able to control the homefront. It noted that although the 
casualities had decreased, draft calls were canceled, draft reform was coming and 
troop withdrawals continued, there was no fixed schedule for the total withdrawal
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of American troops. It did, however, allow that the current situation was more
promising than the previous year.^ ® At the same time, it pointed out that
Americans no longer expected “peace with honor”; instead they wanted to get out
of Vietnam as soon as possible.®  ^ The article implied that though Nixon was
elected because of his secret plan to end the war, in reality, he did not have any
plan and his policies were merely trying to gain some more time.
In their next issues. Time and Newsweek covered the Moratorium in detail.
According to Newsweek, “To its organizers, of course, the protest was a whopping
success, a major victory in the crusade against the war.”®® It seemed that despite
their earlier reports and the positive approach to the Moratorium, neither Time nor·
Newsweek expected such massive participation. Participation in the Moratorium
was beyond their imagination. Newsweel^s article praised the organizing skills of
the Moratorium organizers and showed that the protest created the desired effect
It reached all parts of the society. Though participation was high, its effect went
beyond the participants or supporters. It caught the attention of Americans
whether they supported the idea or not. At the same time, it should have caught
the attention of the Administration which was their main target. Time suggested :
Their numbers were not overwhelming. Probably not many more than 1,000,000 
Americans took an active part in last week’s Moratorium Day demonstrations against the 
Vietnam war; this is barely half of 1% of the U.S. population. Yet M-Day 1969 was a 
peaceful protest without precedent in American history because of who the participants were 
and how they went about it. It was calm, measured and heavily middle-class statement 
of weariness with the war that brought the generations together in a kind of sedate 
Woodstock Festival of peace.®°
As can be seen from this article, the success of the Moratorium did not depend on 
the numbers of participants because compared with the population, their numbers 
were not that high. The impact of the Moratorium came from the new peaceful
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feature of the protest and its new middle-class participants. The article was willing
to appreciate the new mood of the antiwar movement. Time’s article further
described the composition of the Moratorium demonstrators ;
In most of the nation, TIME correspondents found that the size and vitality of the M-day 
turnout exceeded dispassionate expectations. Even in the Midwestern heartland, reported 
Chicago Bureau Chief Champ Clark, “so many of these folks -  far from being professional 
liberals or agitators or youths simply trying to avoid the draft -  were pure, straight, middle- 
class adults who had simply decided, in their own pure, straight middle-class way, that it 
was time for the U.S. to get the hell out of the war in Vietnam.”®^
The magazine obviously deviated from their earlier reporting of the antiwar 
movement during 1965 to 1967 where they described the activists as a bunch of 
radical youths. The new participants and the original theme of the movement 
turned the attention of the media to the Moratorium. Moreover, although they 
expected a remarkable protest, the Moratorium was above their expectations and 
surprised the correspondents.
Newsweek estimated that 250,000 persons participated the Moratorium
Day activity in New York and more than 100,000 in Boston.Though the article
said that the majority of the participants were young, the composition of the crowd
was diverse. The article described the various participants of the Moratorium and
gave examples of their activities from different parts of the country.®  ^ The report
portrayed the atmosphere of the Moratorium with these words ;
At times poetic, at times merely stagy, the moratorium struck deep veins of pride and 
prejudice as it ranged across the 50 states touching thousands of campuses and 
communities in the nation. And it left the participants, including some American soldiers in 
Vietnam who went out on patrol wearing black arm bands, with a curious feeling of 
accomplishment -  and frustration.^
This showed that the Moratorium had a broad effect on society, and even the 
soldiers in Vietnam expressed their support for the Moratorium in their own unique 
way.
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In general the Newsweek article stressed that these smaller, local events
and more individualistic expressions of dissent created the spirit of the
Moratorium. The peaceful and polite way of expressing weariness and frustration
with the war made Moratorium activities respectable. The activists showed their
opposition according to middle-class values. The coverage in both Newsweek and
Time seemed to have been impressed with this new aspect of the demonstrations,
and they presented a positive and acceptable image of activists. Because of the
diverse characteristics of the activists, the correspondents did not incline to make
the protesters look like radicals, communists, yippies, hippies or anti-Americans;
instead the protesters were ordinary citizens. The coverage lacked the negative
terms which the newsmen used in their coverage from 1965 to 1967.
Another aspect of the articles was the space they devoted to the
counterdemonstrations. Each article placed a certain emphasis on the
demonstrations against the Moratorium. Time's article noted, “ The anti-
Moratorium sentiment was strongest in the South and Midwest,” and gave
examples of the counter protests. For instance, “The Veterans Club at Black Hills
State College Spearfish, S. Dak., hired a plane to buzz campus, dropping leaflets
saying; AMERICA, LOVE IT OR LEAVE IT.”®^ Newsweek devoted space to the
anti-antiwar demonstrations as well. “The Dallas News greeted readers on M-day
with one of its periodic pleas to 'Fly Your Flag’ - a gesture that across the country
came to signify a generally anti-moratorium attitude.” ®^ The article continued,
describing similar events which indicated the anti-Moratorium spirit in the country :
In Manchester, N.H., people discovered an unabashedly anti-moratorium headline across 
the front page of the arch-conservative Union Leader. “ATTENTION ALL PEACE 
MARCHERS; Hippies, Yippies, Beatniks, Peaceniks, yellow-bellies, traitors, Commies, 
and their agents and dupes,” it blared in bold letters, “HELP KEEP OUR CITY CLEAN!
I Ibid., 26.
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Just By Staying Out of It.”®^
Thus while antiwar activists expressed their views, the supporters of the 
Administration articulated their attitudes as well. The articles indicated that their 
demonstrations did not contain any violence, but they verbally attacked the antiwar 
activists. The counterdemonstrations received attention because in the midst of 
the vocal antiwar movement, they represented the new minority of dissent. When 
the majority was on the side of the Administration and few doubts existed about 
the war, their activities were not that interesting. But even though polls indicated 
considerable continuing support for the President, the anti-antiwar movement 
represented a significant minority opinion, and the counterdemonstrations 
became news.®® But the space they received was relatively small compared with 
the Moratorium. Most importantly. Time indicated that pro-administration 
demonstrations and comments failed to achieve the expected interest.®®
Coverage of counterdemonstrations strengthened the view that the anti- 
antiwar movement were prevalent particularly in the South and Midwest. Though 
Time and Newsweek emphasized that the participants in the Moratorium were 
ordinary middle-class citizens, the anti-antiwar persons viewed them as radical 
minorities. Time noted that, “Georgia’s Governor Lester Maddox inveighed against 
‘long-hairs, hippies, socialists and Communists,’ led a chorus of God Bless 
America on the State Capitol steps.” °^ It seemed that the activists were still viewed 
as unpatriotic persons. National themes such as the flag became key symbols for 
the supporters of the Administration while the activists were often portrayed
52
Ibid., 26.
^ A poll made by the AIPO which aimed to reveal the percentage of support for tlie President's policy 
showed that from October 1969 to January 1970, more than %50 of those polled were in support of the 
President. Though tlie coverage of tlie activities of the counterdemonstrators was small and they seemed to 
liave been a minority, actually they were in the majority. Rita James Simon, Public Opinion In America: 
J936-I970 (Chicago: RandMcNally College Publishing Company, 1974), 183 
Time, October 24, 1969, p i9.
waving Viet Cong flags. But the Moratorium was different than earlier 
demonstrations because, though the supporters of the Administration charged 
activists with being traitors, the press no longer viewed them as unpatriotic 
radicals. Instead Moratorium participants were presented as patriotic citizens. The 
demonstrators were not bounded by any ideologies.
That did not mean, however, that everyone viewed Moratorium participants 
as patriots. Hawkish politicians denounced the Moratorium in familiar terms.
Sen. Barry Goldwater of Arizona declared the moratorium was “playing into the hands of 
people whose business it is to kill American fighting men.” In Washington, at a fundraising 
dinner for Eisenhower College, Mr. Nixon and Mrs. Mamie Eisenhower listened attentively 
as California Gov. Ronald Reagan said; “We have a right to suspect that at least some of 
those who organize those parades are less concerned with peace than with lending 
comfort and aid to the enemy.
These politicians still tended to view the activists and organizers as Communists 
and radicals, in a sense as traitors. Both Time and Newsweek noted that 
Moratorium organizers had received a letter from North Viet Nam’s Prime Minister 
Pham Van Dong declaring “May your fall offensive succeed splendidly ” Vice 
President Agnew wanted the leaders of the peace movement to repudiate this 
support and concluded that if the Moratorium organizers overlooked the letter, it 
“would bring their objectives in severe ques t ion. I t  seemed that the opponents of 
the peace movement were still trying to confirm ties between the activists and 
communists. But in the coverage of the magazines, activists were presented as 
typical Americans who looked for peace and who did not have any ideological 
intentions. There was an apparent contradiction between press and official views. 
Both magazines took the opportunity to analyze Nixon’s policies. Though Time's 
article regarded his response to the Moratorium as “ambivalent.” The articles 
suggested, however, that the Moratorium probably had an effect on his policies or
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had to have had an effect if he v\/anted to sustain public support/^ Newsweek 
explained ;
“I will say confidently,” the President had declared, “that looking ahead just three years, the 
war will be over.” This marked the first time Mr. Nixon had gone on the record with a 
prediction as to when the war would end. '^'
This report indicated that whatever Nixon said earlier, the antiwar sentiment and 
the Moratorium had at least a slight impact on him because he looked for ways to 
lessen dissent from his policies.
Both magazines included many photos of the demonstrations. Time’s nine 
pages of coverage included four full pages of photos besides a number of smaller 
pictures. Newsweek devoted five pages to its article which was accompanied by 
photos. The photos covered both the protesters and counterdemonstrators. 
Photos in Time showed the crowd outside New York’s St. Patrick’s Cathedral and 
in Boston Common. It indicated that significant numbers came together to protest. 
Moreover there were other pictures that showed the smaller events and more 
original ways of expressing dissent. These included a candlelight procession in 
Miami, a rememberance at a west Los Angeles military cemetery and a display of 
papier-mache skulls at Johns Hopkins University. These photos emphasized the 
theme that the protesters were generally young, but they also suggested that the 
demonstrators were peaceful and solemn and not outrageous hippies or 
Communists. They were just ordinary Americans. The magazine devoted less 
space to the pictures of counterdemonstrators. One photo showed anti-Moratorium 
marchers in Whittier College, Nixon’s alma mater. The marchers carried signs
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such as, “Nixon Needs Our Support.” Other photos showed counterdemonstrators 
in Manhattan with banners such as, “God -  Save America -  From Traitors ” Other 
pictures presented prominent figures such as Eugene McCarthy in Bryant Park, 
Coretta Scott King in Washington, Helen Hayes in New York and Mayor Lindsay 
and his wife at Columbia University. These photos implied that the Moratorium 
found prominent supporters. The photos of antiwar activists were more than the 
photos of the counterdemonstrators.
Newsweek published similar photos but not as many as Time. The most 
interesting pictures in Newsweek showed the patrolling soldier wearing a black 
armband in Vietnam and a pie in the face of Clark Kerr, the former President of the 
University of California. Like Time, Newsweek published photos of both sides of 
the demonstration. Together with the photo of Kerr, it included a smaller photo of 
a woman carrying a sign, “I support our President and my Marine in Vietnam.” In 
general the photos in both magazines probably increased the impact of the 
coverage. Visual elements emphasized the sense of drama more than written 
ones. Photos sustained the views which were narrated in the articles.
Both magazines tried to balance the coverage of the Moratorium and the 
anti-moratorium activities, but the relative size and numbers of participants meant 
that the Moratorium received more space than its opponents. At the same time, 
however, the magazines started to pay greater attention to the anti-antiwar 
movement because it began to be more vocal and represented a new 
development worth covering. Generally, the coverage in Time and Newsweek 
favored the antiwar movement and expressed that the peaceful nature of the 
protest was impressive. Additionally, it suggested that the antiwar sentiment was 
more prevalent than in previous years, and it had spread to all segments of the
society. The articles did not regard the protesters as outsiders but as typical 
American youths and adults. The movement received positive publicity. The 
protesters participating in the Moratorium had no ideological bias or intentions. 
This feature made it favorable for the press. It did not include any radicalism or 
damaging ideology. This shift in their mood towards a more positive coverage 
might have been attributed to weariness over the war, doubts about Nixon’s 
policies, the moderate organizers of the Moratorium, the absence of ideology and 
radicalism and finally the peaceful and orderly mood of the protesters.
Historian Daniel Hallin stated that the Moratorium suited the two criteria of 
the media. “It involved large parts of the political establishment,” and at the same 
time, it contained “nonpolitical” people in the country.^® These could have been 
reasons why it received such good publicity. On the other hand, the reports did 
not ignore that the opponents of the Moratorium insisted on calling the 
demonstrators traitors. Unlike earlier protests, there was no hint of violence in the 
coverage. The coverage focused on the main theme of the protests. It was 
probably the consequence of the absence of radical elements and actions which 
overshadowed the main theme of opposition to the war. Throughout the articles, 
the Nixon Administration was criticized, mostly because of its attitude towards the 
protesters rather than for its policy on Vietnam. The coverage provided an insight 
into the Vietnam policy, and in a sense it urged Nixon to take a firm step towards 
peace. Neither article undermined the troop withdrawals, Vietnamization or other 
actions being taken by the Administration, but they pointed out that there was no 
solid solution for the war.
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After the October Moratorium, the eyes of the press turned to the 
November Mobilization. Though the Mobilization drew as many participants as the 
Moratorium, the coverage was not as positive. The differences between the 
organizers of the two demonstrations might have caused this outcome. The 
November Mobilization included radical elements which the press inclined to cover 
negatively. The press continued to criticize Nixon while his attacks on the media 
continued. The press also devoted considerable space to counterdemonstrations. 
The pro-administration side became remarkably vocal during the Mobilization. The 
articles continuously compared the Moratorium and the Mobilization. While the 
former was notable for its lack of violence, the latter, contained some violence. 
One important issue in the coverage was that the magazines clearly distinguished 
the radical and moderate participants.
The November Mobilization was organized by a group called New Mobe 
which was controlled by leftist organizations more militant than the organizers of 
the Moratorium.^^ For two days in November, the Moratorium and the Mobilization 
coincided. The organizers of the Moratorium declared their support for the 
Mobilization.^® The press was interested in this intersection of the two events in 
November, with mass demonstrations planned in Washington and San Francisco 
during the two day Moratorium. Because of the background of the organization, it 
seemed that the press expected tense and violent demonstrations. Time’s article 
revealed the differences between New Mobe and, the Vietnam Moratorium 
Committee.
The two mass antiwar demonstrations were the creation of the New Mobilization 
Committee to End the War in Viet Nam, a conglomerate that includes pacifists, Trotskyites, 
clergymen, socialists of various stripes. Communists, radicals and non-ideologists who 
simply want out of the war. Though there is some overlap of leadership, the New Mobe
Small, Covering Dissent: The Media and the Anti-Vietnam War Movement, 114.
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58
is distinct from the Viet Nam Moratorium Committee, a more moderate organization that 
began the M-day series last month and plans to continue them monthly as long as the U S. 
remains in Viet Nam.^®
The article added that the Moratorium leaders supported the New Mode’s activities
in Washington and San Francisco and continued ;
The difference between the two groups soon became starkly clear. The New Mobe, though 
it has a middle-aged leadership, attracted to Washington and San Francisco a youthful 
following. The Moratorium events, though organized by McCarthy campaign veterans who 
are mostly in their 20s and 30s, managed to draw a broader cross section of support 
because of their less strident tone.®°
Thus the backgrounds of the organizers affected the number and composition of 
the participants. Throughout the article, the comparisons between these two major 
demonstrations continued. The article also suggested that the support of the 
Moratorium leaders for the New Mode’s mass rallies in the two cities 
overshadowed the minor local antiwar activities which had given meaning to the 
Moratorium in October.
The article indicated that the differences between the Mobilization and the
Moratorium were not just limited to their organizers. Another difference was the
response of pro-administration forces. There were counterdemonstrations during
the October Moratorium but they were not as tense as in November. Time noted ;
The spectacle in many ways resembled the October Moratorium, but with a major 
difference. This time, answering Richard Nixon’s call, opponents of dissent also 
demonstrated in force, making a counter-attack and a purposeful counterpoint to the 
antiwar protesters. For the President’s “silent majority,” Veteran’s Day provided a natural 
opportunity to sound the trumpets of loyalty and patriotism as defined by Nixon.®’
The article stated that the factors which unified the supporters of the
Administration were loyalty to the flag and the President and dislike of dissent.®^
Though Nixon said he would not be affected by the October Moratorium or the
November Mobilization, the report of Time suggested that the President was
Tirne^  November 21, 1969. p23. 
Ibid., 23.
Time^  November 21, 1969. p23.
82 Ibid., 26.
59
affected by the antiwar rallies. In order to sustain public support, he made the 
"silent majority” speech on November 3. The article noted :
Before the October antiwar Moratorium, he insisted that “under no circumstances" would 
he be affected by it. Yet now he has, in effect, abandoned his above-the-battle position.
Nixon took the field against his critics in his Nov. 3 plea to “silent majority” for backing of his 
Viet Nam policy, and last week he ordered Vice President Spiro Agnew into the fray to 
mount an extraordinary -  and sometimes alarming -  assault on network television's 
handling of the news.®
Because Nixon thought that the media covered the antiwar activities favorably and 
constantly attacked his policies, he took a stand against the media. The article 
showed that the President paid attention to the protests despite his claim to ignore 
them. Though the impact of the media can not be weighed precisely, it seemed 
that Nixon wanted to control its influence whether negative or positive.
Articles in Time and Newsweek generally criticized Nixon because of his 
aggressive and insensitive mood towards the antiwar movement The criticisms of 
his policy mostly revolved around his not taking a firm step towards peace despite 
troop withdrawals and his other efforts. Moreover, the magazines criticized Spiro 
Agnew for his attacks on the media. An article in Time noted, “While there is much 
room for thoughtful criticism of television news, Agnew’s blast was partisan and 
intemperate, and left a certain impression that the issue would never have been 
raised had the networks backed the President.”®"^ Though Nixon complained of the 
media of being biased, it seems that he in fact wanted it to be biased on the side 
of the Administration. Newsweek, on the other hand, did not include anything 
about the Administration's approach to the media, but it reflected on Nixon’s 
response to the protests. The article asserted that, “The president had vowed to
Ibid., 16. 
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pay absolutely no attention to the show in the streets, no matter how massive and 
how orderly.
At the same time, it noted that Nixon believed that he sustained public
support for his policies after the “silent majority” speech. He said that the
supportive response the of silent majority showed that they better understood the
situation in Vietnam than the news media.®®
Turning to the November protests, the differences between the organizers
of the Moratorium and the November Mobilization influenced the news coverage
and the composition of the crowds. Though the Mobilization demostrations were
generally peaceful, coverage in Time and Newsweek seemed to focus on the
violent side of the protests. Both articles blamed violent incidents on radicals and
militants, the articles emphasized that the organizers of the Mobilization did not
want violence. But the coverage was not as positive as it had been for the October
Moratorium. Time’s article compared the November Mobilization with earlier
marches and demonstrations and concluded :
The last thing the New Mobe leaders had wanted was violence. Unlike the march on 
the Pentagon and the demonstrations at the 1968 Chicago Convention -  both led by some 
of those now active in the New Mobe -  civil disobedience was explicitly excluded from the 
advance plans. Further, leaders such as Pacifist David Dellinger, 54, Sociology Professor 
Sidney Peck, 42, and Economics Professor Douglas Dowd, 50 had sought out younger 
radical chiefs for assurances that there would be no provocation of the police or the
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It seemed that from the previous experiences, the leaders of the Mobilization knew 
the sources of conflicts and violence. They tried to eliminate such occurrences and 
even arrranged march marshals to maintain order. The article noted its reason as,
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“Violence would impeach the entire peace movement, supporting the argument 
that to be antiwar is to be anti-American.”®^
On the one hand, the press focus on violence overshadowed the real aim of the 
protests, while on the other hand, it produced the negative image of the protesters, 
Newsweel^s article admired the organizational skills of the New Mobe and the 
Moratorium Committee.
And the Mobilization and Moratorium leaders, impresarios of the three-day series of 
Washington events, organized the show with such precision that the smaller minority with 
their minds on mayhem found themselves isolated and mostly ignored.®®
Though the article stated that the militants were isolated, it detailed the violent
confrontations and quoted some outrageous speeches. Although the magazines
implied that violent incidents were minor and isolated, their coverage of the
Mobilization generally focused on these events. But the articles did not blame all
activists for these confrontations and some reports indicated that small militant
and radical groups created the disorder.
Both magazines emphasized the composition of the crowd. Different from
the October Moratorium, the coverage suggested that most participants were
under age 25. Newsweek reported that :
Young people dominated the scene to a much greater extent than on October's 
Moratorium Day, and a cultish generational euphoria seemed to prevail. “It’s just like 
Woodstock,” glowed one girl as the Washington march set out -  and in more than one
90way it was.
The article wrote about the March Against Death participants ;
For the next 38 hours they came -  middle-aged housewives self conscious among the 
predominantly younger marchers, maxi-coated college girls, well-dressed businessmen, 
veteran dissenters with granny glasses and knapsacks.^’
The coverage suggested that there were different people among the protesters but 
it emphasized that the protesters were generally young. Time concluded that : *
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they were just nonviolent types moved by the spirit of Woodstock -  a mingling of festive 
mood and soulful reflection. Beginning in midweek, by bus, by train, plane or car, the kids 
poured into Washington. Pea coats, bell-bottoms, old Army field jackets and blue denim 
dominated the fashion scene. Those over 25 and conventionally dressed were a small, 92minority.
It seemed that the emphasis on young participants sustained the difference
between the Moratorium and the Mobilization. Again the article sustained the view
that the protesters were dominantly youths. At the same time, by regarding them
as “nonviolent types”, the article signified the responsibles of violence were some
minor radical groups. Both magazines gave crowd estimates to show how massive
was the demonstration. Time said that in Washington :
Police Chief Jerry Wilson’s crowd estimate of 250,000 might be low. A solid, bundled carpet 
of humanity covered the cold, hard ground. Even at Wilson’s figure, it was the biggest 
turnout of its kind that Washington had ever seen exceeding even the 1963 civil rights 
rally, which took place on a pleasant August day. ^
The same article regarded the San Francisco rally as “the biggest in that city's 
history,” adding that “At the end of the seven-mile march from Pier 29 to Golden 
Gate Park, some 125,000 people had assembled."®'  ^ Newsweek agreed with 
Time's estimate of the Washington crowd, but it thought that the San Francisco 
rally also drew around 250,000.^^
It seemed that the magazines were not as impressed by the Mobilization as 
they were by the Moratorium. The coverage of the former was ordinary, and the 
articles continuously compared the two events. The reason for this approach might 
have been the suspicion about the organizers’ intentions. Another reason might 
have been the lack of the kind of minor activities which in their own individualistic 
and local style drew the media attention during the October Moratorium. Time 
described the activities of opponents of antiwar protests under the title of “Nixon's
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Unsilent Supporters,” and suggested that they “represent a fresh force in the 
national controversy over the war.” The media showed interest to the organizers 
and the activities because their protests of protests was something novel and 
newsworthy. The expression of support of Administration was generally presented 
itself in individualistic forms. While the coverage of the Moratorium by both 
magazines was in favor of the protesters and appreciated their dedication to their 
aim, the coverage of the Mobilization was more neutral. It seemed that although 
the magazines declared the demonstrations held in Washington and San 
Francisco significant, they were not impressed by them. In a sense, their attention 
was fading away because there was nothing new.
Perhaps that was why violent incidents drew inordinate attention. Both 
articles covered the violence during Mobilization. Newsweek reported :
As the march got underway along Pennsylvania Avenue, small bands of helmeted 
militants carrying VC flags tried to break through the ranks. One group of 50 radicals tried to 
penetrate a line of Mobilization marshals and move toward the White House (which was 
guarded by troops and police). The line stiffened and held, and the marshals broke into the 
peace chant, "All we are saying is give peace a chance." Just before the parade reached the 
Washington Monument area, another band of five, arms locked, pushed through the crowd. 
“You dumb ‘please please’ people," one militant shouted. “This is no demonstration. This is 
nothing more than 40-years-olds and kids walking down the street. We want a revolution."®®
It could be understood that the radicals were a minor part of the antiwar movement
and in fact opposed the peace marchers. These militants were beyond the antiwar
movement and beyond the control of organizers. The article suggested the
sincerity of the march organizers because they took precautions in order to
eliminate such occurrences and assigned marshals to keep order. With these
reports, the activists and radicals were separated and the earlier generalization
that -  being an antiwar activist meant being a radical and a militant -  was
eliminated. The coverage favored the peace marchers but not the radicals. It also
implied that the radical groups had different aims than the peace marchers who
simply wanted the end of the war. Time gave another example of outrage from
San Francisco gathering. It showed how the sincere peace protesters without any
ideologies responded such militant statements. Time wrote :
The day was entirely peaceful, though some of the talk coming from the platform was wild. 
The most extreme statements came from David Hilliard, a Black Panther leader who 
spouted obscenities and declared; “We will kill Richard Nixon! We will kill any mother_that 
stands in the way of our freedom!” This was too much for his listeners, who shouted him 
down with cries of “No! No! No!” and “Peace! Peace! Peace!” Other speakers who attacked 
Nixon is less vimlent terms won applause.®^
The radicals’ intentions were distinct from the protesters. There were other
underlying factors in their opposition to the Administration. The Vietnam issue only
provided a ground for them to become vocal. Their opposition to the war was
bounded by their ideological backgrounds. Throughout the article this distinction
between peace marchers and radicals was emphasized. It suggested that the
antiwar protesters were peaceful and held demonstrations to use their right of
expression without ideological basis. It also showed that they were not against
their country but only gathered to criticize the policies of the Administration which
they thought to be wrong. From the coverage of the November Mobilization, the
terms radical and antiwar activist became two different categories. This novelty
suggested that the press approached the antiwar activists more tolerantly and with
more sophistication in November 1969 than in earlier periods. The Mobilization did
not lack violence as the Moratorium had. Newsweek described a violent
confrontation between radical groups and the police in Washington :
That night, trouble erupted when 600 cheering, chanting, ultra--radicals-SDS 
Weathermen, Crazies, Yippies, Revolutionary Youth Movement II and Mad Dogs -  ignored 
Mobe pleas for nonviolence and started up Massachusetts Avenue toward the three-story 
South Vietnamese Embassy.^®
The confrontation turned ugly when rocks and bottles were thrown at the police 
who responded by firing tear gas at the protesters. The militants damaged
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windows and cars dispersed. Again the article implied the difference between 
protesters and radicals. It uncovered the source of trouble.
Both magazines published pictures of the demonstrations. Newsweek 
photos showed the crowd in the Washington Monument and the marchers in San 
Francisco while another photo showed protesters’ lie-in in Central Park where they 
flew balloons. It also contained a photo of a protester being dragged by a 
policeman. Further, it included photos of counterdemonstrators in Washington, 
Pittsburgh, Long Beach and Chicago. The most original pictures covered the 
candlelight procession in front of the White House and showed coffins with the 
names of war the death. Time presented similar photos: the protesters with 
balloons in the Central Park, radicals confronting police, coffins, and a small photo 
of the Veteran’s Day counterdemonstrators. In both Time and Newsweek the 
photos thus reinforced the main themes in the articles.
Generally from 1968 to the end of 1969, the press moved to a more neutral 
and even positive coverage of the protesters. The main theme in 1968 during the 
Chicago Convention was the violence. This indiscriminate violence had an impact 
on press relations with the police. The violence inflicted upon newsmen, 
bystanders, and protesters might have affected the media’s approach to the 
protests and the officials. It might have been the resentment with the Chicago 
police which laid the foundation of the criticisms of the Administration in 1969. 
Then in the fall of 1969, the press covered two major antiwar demonstrations. The 
coverage of the Moratorium was far more favorable than the Mobilization. The 
reason might have been the nonideological basis of the Moratorium, while the 
Mobilization proved to be more ideological. It was easier to cover nonideological 
protests than ideological ones because the essential principle in reporting was
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objectivity and neutrality. Thus the press can report the protests without ideology 
from a neutral point of view; it was easier than to report an event with strong 
ideological content.^^ The coverage of ideological events needed more careful 
reporting in order not to damage objectivity. At the same time, as human beings 
the correspondents held some beliefs which might have had an effect on their 
reporting though they tried to remain objective.^™
The press also became more critical of the Administration especially Nixon 
personally. Besides his policies, the articles generally were critical about his 
insensitive and aggressive approach to the dissenters. Their criticisms might have 
been inflamed by the attacks of Nixon and Agnew on the media. In 1969,· the 
media was constantly blamed for taking the side of the protesters. But as can be 
seen from the coverage of the Chicago Convention, to weigh the impact of the 
media was difficult. If we considered the support for Nixon, the influence of the 
press over its audiences seemed relatively small. Because despite their neutral 
and even positive coverage of the demonstrations, the public was still on the side 
of the President.
Another important aspect of the coverage of 1969 was that the press clearly 
distinguished the peace protesters and radicals. They were no longer described all 
antiwar activists as a minority of radicals. They got used to the demonstrations, 
and the counterdemonstrations provided them a new element to cover. But the 
coverage of counterdemonstrations described them insignificant. On the other 
hand the antiwar protests received large coverage. Though the press remained 
suspicious of the intentions of the the Mobilization organizers, they covered both 
Mobilization and the Moratorium from neutral and even positive perspectives.
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CHAPTER 3
The Years 1970-1971
After the announcement of the Cambodia incursion on 30 April 1970, 
protests increased in American universities and colleges. When the Cambodia 
decision was followed by the killing of four students at Kent State University, a 
mass demonstration occurred in Washington, and at the same time, 
demonstrations pervaded campuses around the country to protest both the 
Cambodia invasion and the Kent State killings. The Cambodia decision and Kent 
State reignited the antiwar movement after the 1969 October and November 
demonstrations. In May 1970, press coverage of the antiwar movement was 
neutral, but there was an apparent criticism of the National Guard and the 
administration’s response to the incident at Kent State. On the other hand, the 
articles were harsh on Nixon and placed on him the main responsibility for the 
protests and divisiveness on the homefront with his Vietnam policy.
Nixon’s Cambodia decision revived the antiwar movement which had lost 
media attention after the October and November demonstrations because of the 
fact that it could not repeat the success of these two events, and until the end of 
April, fewer people participated the protests.’
Newsweek reported in its May 11, 1970 issue that many protests took place 
on May Day on campuses around the country. It suggested several reasons for 
dissent including, “war, the fate of the Black Panthers and a wide range of student 
demands on their universities.But the turning point was President Nixon’s 
announcement of the Cambodia incursion. His decision increased the protests and
when he referred to protesters as “bums...blowing up the campuses," protests of 
students intensified.^ Newsweek gave examples of confrontations of police, 
National Guard and students from different campuses in different parts of the 
country. Most of the confrontations were followed by violence. Smashing of 
windows, throwing bottles and stones and tear gas were common elements in all 
campus confrontations. Though most of these confrontations quickly ended, there 
were inevitable arrests and injuries. At Ohio State University after the dispersal of 
students, there were 500 arrests and 60 civilian and 35 police injuries recorded.'’ 
But the article pointed out that not all of the protests were violent. At Princeton, 
students and faculty members “voted to strike against all academic, social and 
administrative functions at the school,” and at Stanford University, “faculty voted to 
have its legislative senate consider a resolution condemning President Nixon's 
commitment of American troops to Cambodia as 'unwise, immoral and hostile’.”® 
The article contained a photo of National Guardsmen pointing their rifles at 
students on the Ohio State campus. It showed the tension on the campuses 
between students and National Guard. It also provided evidence of what the 
article described in the campus confrontations. The article suggested a growing 
mistrust and lack of confidence towards Nixon among the students and faculty. 
With its reporting, the article presented Nixon as responsible for the outburst of 
demonstrations with his decision on Cambodia and his reference to “bums.” 
Although there were demonstrations expected on May Day, but the two events 
increased the tension and protests on campuses.
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The main clamor began after the shootings at Kent State University which 
led to the death of four students. Newsweek titled its May 18 issue “Nixon’s 
Homefront" with a cover photo of a young girl shouting while a person lay dead in 
front of her. The photo summarized the incident at Kent State. Time had a similar 
cover photo for its May 18 issue showing a young girl shouting and behind her a 
picture of the White House. Both articles wrote that Nixon sacrificed the national 
unity for which he longed with his Cambodia decision and its aftermath at Kent 
State shootings. Before their coverage of the demonstrations both magazines 
detailed the mood in the country and the situation of the administration after the 
Cambodia decision and Kent State incident. A/ewswee/c described the mood in the 
country as, “Rarely had the nation’s citizens seemed so divided, their confidence 
in its leaders so shaken, their temper so rankled, their young people so driven to 
desperation and despair” ® The article suggested that the main responsibility for 
the crisis in the country was Richard Nixon, and his decision led to a domestic 
crisis in America. It also noted that besides the protests of students, there was 
dissatisfaction among soldiers and within the administration. Time referred to the 
situation in the administration as showing “symptoms of severe internal distress."^ 
The criticisms of Nixon continued. Newsweek suggested that in his Cambodia 
decision Nixon depended on the belief that the “dissenters would be isolated in the 
midst of his faithful ‘silent majority’.”® The reason for such belief depended on polls 
that showed the public supported him after his “silent majority” speech and was 
followed by the failure of several planned protests. After the Kent State incident 
both magazines pointed out that President Nixon took a conciliatory position while 
other officials started a kind of public relations campaign in order to appease
Newsweek. May 18, 1970, p.26. 
' Time. May 18,'l 970, p.6.
dissent. The new conciliatory attitude of Nixon was significant because during the
demonstrations of October and November he strongly emphasized that he would
ignore protesters. Newsweek described Nixon’s response to the Kent State killings
as that “of a President passing the frosty word through his press secretary that
‘when dissent turns to violence it invites tragedy.”'^  Though Nixon tried to become
more conciliatory, his immediate response to the shootings was somewhat
insensitive. Time reported in its May 18, 1970 issue that Nixon’s “thick-skinned
comment on Kent State killings, which he managed to turn into a homily against
student violence, came close to saying ‘they got what was coming to them.”’
Both Time and A/ewswee/c criticized Nixon’s handling of events. But as both
magazines noted the most interesting event occurred the night before the mass
demonstration in Washington. Nixon visited the students at the Lincoln Memorial
where they talked about several subjects, but later a student said he talked mostly
about general things rather than the war. Time referred to it as a “singular
odyssey.” °^ This example suggested that Nixon was really trying to communicate
with the protesters and not ignoring them. Both magazines covered quoted Nixon’s
comment to the demonstrators at the end of his unexpected visit:
“I know you want to get the war over. Sure you came here to demonstrate and shout your 
slogans on the ellipse. That’s all right; Just keep it peaceful. Have a good time in 
Washington, and don’t go away bitter.”^ ^
This unexpected visit proved that Nixon wanted to look more flexible and tried to 
create a sense of empathy between himself and the demonstrators in order to 
prevent any replay of the Kent State tragedy.
During the mass demonstration in Washington Newsweek estimated 
75,000 and Time 100,000 protesters showed up at the Ellipse. *
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Both magazines described the demonstration as peaceful. Newsweek indicated 
the factors that created such an atmosphere. The administration’s conciliatory 
mood towards students was one of the factors, but the article did not ignore the 
fact that there were armed troops ready in case of disruption. This might have 
produced fear among the protesters, and they accordingly were willing to keep it 
peace fu l.The  administration’s tolerant attitude might have depended on its 
desire to avoid a repeat of Chicago 1968. If the protesters were allowed to 
demonstrate legally, it would probably remain peaceful.
On the other hand, while Time noted that the day was generally peaceful, it 
indicated that the gathering was not that impressive and even too ordinary :
Instead, the main rally was something of a letdown. So much passion had been expended 
during the preceding week, so much of the verbiage was repetitive, so much of the canned 
rally routine was familiar, that boredom and the hot sun (90 by midafternoon) were able to 
distract from the main business at hand. Some of the less inhibited youngsters stripped and 
went wading in the nearby Reflecting Pool.^ '^
It seemed that the press was losing its interest in the movement. The press had 
gotten used to the program of demonstrations, and there was no novelty. In other 
words the press began to lose its interest because the’ theme and spectacles 
became so ordinary. The only novelty according to Time was “the display of the 
Yippie flag (marijuana leaves against a red star on a black background).The 
article allowed, however, that:
If the rally had a somewhat stale quality, it was not without significance. Despite the 
frustrations of the peace movement, its troops are still willing to turn out, to follow the script, 
to attempt to wear down its adversaries. Certainly the Administration took the event 
seriously.^^
It showed that the opposition remained, and protesters were still willing to express 
their views.
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Both magazines indicated that minor violent incidents took place in 
Washington. Newsweek reported:
After the rally broke up, a minority of hard-core activists tried to start trouble near Lafayette 
Park, just north of the White House and nearby on Pennsylvania Avenue. The crowds were 
dispersed with tear gas, as were other knots of “trashers” who broke windows later along 
Connecticut Avenue. The incidents were relatively minor, but more than 100 were arrested
that night17
It suggested that the violence was produced by militant activists and regarded it as 
a minor incident. In a pattern first seen in the coverage of the Mobilization in 1969, 
did not portray all activists as militants.
The articles gave examples of other protests from various campuses, but 
the main coverage was about the shootings at Kent State which enflamed .the 
protests in the country. The articles described the campus protests that preceded 
the Washington gathering. Time reported tha t:
With the killing of four Kent State University students by Ohio National Guardsmen last 
week, dissent against the U.S. venture into Cambodia suddenly coalesced into a nationwide 
student strike. Across the country 441 colleges and universities were affected, many of them 
shut down entirely.’®
The two events thus caused student dissent to spread and even made universities 
unable to continue to perform their duties. Newsweek similarly pointed out that 
“hundreds of colleges and universities suspended classes” representing “an 
unprecedented national student strike.”^^  The extent of the event was significant 
because of the range of the protests on campuses and the suspension of 
education. Accordingly, the press showed more interest in the events. The 
violence on the campuses became a main theme in the articles. Another point was 
that the article no more regarded whole antiwar activists as militants and radicals. 
It suggested that the minority of extremists caused such occurrences. Time 
reported the feature of violent occurrences :
'' Newsweek, May 18, 1970, p.29. 
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Despite the caution, enough destructive urge remained on scores of campuses to stir 
dangerous action. Fire-bombings seemed to be the favorite tactic of extremists; ROTC 
facilities were their frequent targets. Occasionally violence spilled off the campus in a 
familiar pattern of window breaking, traffic disruption and other random harassment -  the
, 20same type of activity that preceded the Kent State tragedy.
The article suggested that violence was becoming prevalent on campuses.
Behind the Kent State tragedy then, was a series of disruptions on the 
nation’s campuses.The Cambodia decision inflamed the students because, 
although the alleged aim of the incursion was to end the war sooner, no end was 
in sight, and Nixon had expanded the war to another country.^^ The wave of 
opposition became strident and created disorder at universities and colleges 
around the country. Finally at Kent State it exploded. Both Newsweek and Time 
viewed the prevalence of campus protest as a significant event. According to 
Newsweek:
More than twenty universities were racked by riots. The National Guard was called out in 
Illinois, Maryland, New Mexico and Kentucky as well as at Kent State in Ohio. More than 
200 colleges and universities shut down for at least one day in protest against the U S. 
action in Cambodia and the Kent State affair, and at least eight (including Princeton) closed 
for the rest of the semester.^^
Both magazines emphasized the importance of the campus unrest which even led 
to the interruption of education. The articles demonstrated the unrest with 
examples from campuses around the country. Most of the protests were violent 
and led to confrontations with police and the National Guard. Newsweek also 
reported that in some places, “the antiwar demonstration moved off the campus," 
and added that there were demonstrations in Columbus, Austin and Los Angeles 
while the protesters achieved their biggest turn out in Chicago.^^ Although
Newsweek, May 18, 1970, p.26. 
Time, May 18, 1970, p.7.
■* Charles DcBenedcUi, An American Ordeal: The Antiwar Movement of the Vietnam Era, (New York: 
Syracuse University Press, 1990), 279.
Newsweek, May 18, 1970, p.28.
Ibid., 29.
74
Newsweek said that adults as well as students participated in the protests, Time 
presented the protests as primarily student affairs.
Despite an emphasis on violence on campuses, the articles noted a new 
group of participants: moderate students. Though the system seemed insensitive 
to their protests some moderate students had continued to look for change within 
the system, like the liberal student volunteers of the McCarthy campaign in 1968. 
Newsweek argued that:
And in many cases, paradoxically, it was the very intensity of the reaction to Cambodia and 
Kent State that forced a peaceful course, because it brought out great numbers of 
moderates who had never been involved in any of the earlier demonstrations.^''
Time similarly concluded that:
tens of thousands of moderate students brought a new seriousness coupled with a kind 
kind of wounded pride to the revived antiwar movement...
The new coalescence of the young represented a movement from the left back toward 
the center, toward the principle of effecting the change within system.^^
The articles thus suggested that the moderate elements joined the antiwar
movement with the will to effect the system from the inside and looked for peaceful
protests. The participation of moderate students who had not joined
demonstrations before showed the changing mood on the campuses. More
students were opposing the war now. As Terry Anderson notes aHarris survey
showed the shift in the attitudes of the students :
The percentage of students calling themselves conservatives halved to 15 while liberals 
doubled to over 40 and radicals reached the highest percentage of the era at 11
This survey perhaps explains the articles’ view about the protesters and the 
participation of moderates in the demonstrations. It suggested that the students 
started to take firmer stance about the war.
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But Newsweek did not ignore that there was some kind of apathy towards
the events in several universities. It explained the reason as the importance of
“academic ach¡evement.”^^  As historian Melvin Small argues antiwar protests at
campuses affected graduation and other plans of students after finishing school
and, when combined with the return of the troops and avoidance of further
escalation, these concepts might have been the reasons for the apathy what
Newsweek described at some schools.^®
Articles in both magazines devoted space to counter actions against the
antiwar activists. The most impressive took place in New York. Time reported :
Some of the worst counterviolence of last week was organized in Manhattan by helmeted 
construction workers, who assaulted student demonstrators in the Wall Street area. More 
than 200 workers bearing American flags, cheering and singing the Star-Spangled Banner, 
set upon student demonstrators with fists and lead pipes, sending at least 20 to hospital.^®
Other examples from different places followed this example. Newsweek covered 
the same incident in New York accompanied by a photo of construction workers 
with flags clashing with the students. It suggested that the counter demonstrators 
viewed themselves as patriotic citizens and the dissident students as threats to 
order at home. The article reflected the fact that counter demonstrators were very 
harsh on the activists and suggested that the violence came not only from among 
militant antiwar activists; it was used by pro-administration protesters as well.
The articles pointed out that the President Nixon received support from the 
public. Time wrote;
Nixon’s Silent Majority may be bewildered and unenthusiastic about Cambodia, but the 
demonstrations are moving its members to rally behind the President.^“
The reason might have been the public’s exhaustion with demonstrations. People 
viewed demonstrators as the cause of problems at home, and undoubtedly the
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negative image of protesters in the media before 1968 had a lingering effect on the 
way people viewed demonstrations in 1970. It seemed that Nixon kept his support. 
A poll made by George Gallup’s American Institute of Public Opinion discovered 
that when asked whether they approved or disapproved of President Nixon’s 
handling of the situation in Vietnam, the answers showed that support for Nixon 
continued. However it decreased considerably in the spring of 1970 compared to 
January 1970 when Nixon’s performance in office recorded its highest percentage 
of approval.
Most importantly, in their May 18 issues Newsweek and Time detailed the 
incident at Kent State University. Time described the incident under the title of 
“Kent State: Martyrdom That Shook The Country.” It reported tha t:
it took less than ten terrifying seconds last week to convert the traditionally conformist 
campus into a bloodstained symbol of the rising student rebellion against the Nixon 
Administration and the war in Southeast Asia.^^
Time’s emphasis on the theme of a “traditionally conformist campus” increased the 
impact of the event. As Todd Gitlin noted, “Kent State was a heartland school, far 
from elite, the very type of campus where Richard Nixon’s ‘silent majority’ was 
supposed to be training.”^^  Newsweek emphasized the same theme with its article 
titled “ ‘ My God! They’re Killing Us’ ”. It suggested that, though there were recent 
radical activities at the Kent State, the protests did not attract more than 300 
persons among the 19,000 students at the university. The article also compared 
Kent State with Berkeley and Columbia which it regarded as the “capitals of 
campus protest.” '^^  It suggested that the Kent State shootings were all the more 
shocking because of the type of the campus where they took place. It seemed
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that the press got used to the unrest at specific campuses, and if such an incident 
had occurred at one of them the impact would have been minimal and perhaps 
even not surprising.
Both magazines explained the background of events that led Governor 
James Rhodes to call in the National Guard. The coverage of both magazines was 
nearly the same. They described the events during the day of the shootings step 
by step. Though the university had instituted a ban on demonstrations, students 
gathered. The incident took place as the National Guard tried to disperse the 
students. Newsweek reported that, “The eddying student mob pelted the 
guardsmen with rocks, chunks of concrete, the troopers’ own belching gas 
grenades and all the standard porcine epithets.”^^
Time added that the rock-throwing students rarely got close enough to hit and 
injure anyone.^® This contradicted later explanations of why the guard started 
shooting which claimed the guardsmen acted in self defense. Newsweek, for 
example, noted that, “The guard insisted that the men fired as they were about to 
be ‘overrun’ by the students.’’^  ^ Both Time and Newsweek devoted a page to the 
four dead students and gave information about who they were along with their 
photos. Newsweek contained other arguments which were supposed to have led 
to the shootings and even described the training of the guardsmen.
Newsweek criticized the behaviour of the guardsmen and said that the 
guardsmen were inclined to be tough on campus duty. Most of the guardsmen at 
the Kent State were said to be blue-collar workers with probably conservative 
attitudes. The article added that though some guardsmen were themselves 
students at Kent State, the prevalent mood among them was “that the students
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had asked for trouble.” ®^ The same mood was prevalent among the townspeople. 
The article noted ;
Some guardsmen on campus evidenced little if any regret over the killings. “It’s about time 
we showed the bastards who’s in charge,” said one. And many of the townspeople of Kent 
shared the same sentiment. “You can’t really help but kind of think they’ve been asking for it 
and finally got it,” said a motel clerk.^ ®
It seemed that there was little sympathy towards the demonstrators among the 
general public . But the articles suggested that death was too large a price to pay 
for trying to express your dissent. Both Time and Newsweek showed some 
sympathy toward the students at Kent State and the articles expressed criticism of 
the shootings. The descriptions of the students that were shot and killed especially 
suggested that they were moderate persons with no radical inclinations, and they 
may have been innocent bystanders when the shooting started. Only one of them 
was supposed to have participated in the protest. The magazines thus argued that 
the young persons died without any reason, and even if they had been protesters, 
they had not deserved death.
Besides the articles, the real drama could be understood from the photos 
both magazines published. Newsweek devoted six full pages to color photos of 
Kent State and other campuses. Three photos showed the Kent State incident. 
One presented a wounded person carried to the ambulance, while another 
showed the National Guard marching on the campus. But perhaps the most 
effective one was a picture of Jeffrey Miller who lying on the ground after being 
shot and with his blood running down the street. These photos reflected tense 
moments and were more shocking than the accompanying article because all the
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consequences of the confrontation were described visually without any need for 
words. The other photos exhibited campus confrontations from different 
campuses. Tear gassing at the Berkeley campus; troops advancing in Ohio State, 
police dispersing students with tear gas at Wisconsin and Ohio State and a 
student at the top of a statue with a banner reading “How Many More.” These 
photos witnessed the campus unrest in the country and provided evidence from 
different campuses in the different parts of the country. There was at least one 
photo which showed an original way of dissent. At Tulane, two coffins were 
covered with black sheets with peace symbols on them, and students carried an 
effigy of Nixon which was said to have been burned later. All the photos described 
the angry mood on the campuses. Besides these pictures, Newsweek included 
other photos in the article. Photos of crowd in Washington, a burning ROTC 
building, a man throwing back a gas can in Berkeley, a confrontation in Springfield, 
Mass., and a flag waving student at Kent State accompanied the articles This 
issue included more photos than the earlier coverage of the antiwar movement. All 
the photos sustained what was said in the articles and made them more powerful. 
The articles told the stories, and the photos created the atmosphere. Clearly, 
based on these materials, the campuses were in chaos, and opposition increased 
considerably against the war in response to the Kent State shootings after the 
Cambodia decision.
Time published several of the same photos: a student throwing back tear 
gas, a student waving a flag in front of the guardsmen at Kent State, and Tulane’s 
effigy of Nixon. In addition, it included the picture of a student lying and bleeding at 
Kent State. This was the only photo in the magazine specifically about the Kent 
State shootings, however. The other photos showed different protests in different
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places. One of them portrayed young people in the pool in an enjoyable 
atmosphere in Washington, while another pictured a friendly talk between a young 
woman and a guardsman in Maryland. In addition, Time covered the protests of 
activists who protested by covering themselves with animal blood in Washington 
and published a photo of a girl being grabbed by a policeman in Minneapolis 
These photos suggested contradicting images. The mood differed among the 
activists. Some enjoyed the weather; some expressed their dissent in original 
ways; some confronted the police; and some confrontations brought death. Time’s 
photos were not bounded by only one aspect of the protests but reflected different 
images from the campuses. Newsweelds photos were generally about the · 
violence, while Time covered not just the violence but the other side of the 
occurrences.
Time also included a photo of Nixon’s unexpected visit to the Lincoln 
Memorial. Both magazines were highly critical about Nixon’s policies and saw him 
as the reason for the campus unrest. Though Nixon could not foresee such an 
incident at Kent State, the articles suggested that with his Cambodia decision, 
Nixon aroused the somewhat restive protest movement which ended with a grave 
result. Newsweek criticized him and questioned whether the Cambodia incursion 
was worth shattering the confidence in his presidency. It explained the reasons for 
the Cambodia incursion and its possible outcome. But the point, according to both 
Newsweek and Time, was that Nixon did not seem to hold to his pledges, and that 
destroyed the people’s belief in him. Before being elected president, he promised 
to end the war with his secret plan, but it seemed that although there were troop 
withdrawals, no end to the war was near, and he even expanded it to a new 
territory. At that point Newsweek compared him with Johnson and added, “Lyndon
SI
Johnson had tried to widen the war in order to shorten it -  and had only
succeeding in extending it.”'*® It seemed that Nixon was not different from Johnson.
The article criticized his rationale in the Cambodia decision. At the same time, it
continued its criticisms by comparing what Nixon promised with what he did ;
He came into office bearing a sheaf of pledges about the sort of Administration he wanted 
to lead; one of lowered voices, of openness and candor, of responsiveness to all viewpoints, 
of Cabinet teamwork and elaborate preparation of major decisions. In recent weeks, nearly
41all of these precepts seemed to have been jettisoned.
It showed the internal conflicts in the administration which even led to some
resignations, and a lack of communication among officials at the time of the
Cambodia decision. Time further asserted that Nixon made a mistake in insisting
that the antiwar movement would not affect his policy decisions.
During the 1968 presidential campaign, Richard Nixon said; “We must listen to the voices 
of dissent because the protester may have something to say worth listening to. If we dismiss 
dissent as coming from ‘rebels without a cause,’ we will soon find ourselves becoming 
leaders without an effect. By its neglect, by its insensitivity, by its arrogance, our present 
leadership has caused an unprecedented chasm to develop in our society.”
Much of Nixon’s present trouble stems from not heeding his own warning. ..
The articles criticized Nixon’s policies and especially the contradiction between his 
words and actions. Their criticism did not seem biased or without basis. Nixon 
failed to unite the homefront and fostered even more divisiveness with inconsistent 
policies.
Generally both Time and Newsweek described the events of the week 
which began with the Cambodia incursion and climaxed at Kent State from a 
neutral point of view. Both of them only described the protests as they happened 
and provided details to uncover the reasons behind and possible consequences of 
the incidents. Though they were somewhat sympathetic towards the plight of the 
students at Kent State, most of the time their reporting remained neutral. 
Significant aspect of the reporting was that the press started to lose their interest
Newsweek, May 18, 1970, p.28.
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in the mass demonstrations which became old news. Time gave hardly two 
paragraphs to the Washington demonstration and regarded it as a some kind of 
failure. This failure might have been because of lack of proper advance planning 
or even a lack of enthusiasm among the participants. It seemed that the press 
were no longer moved by mass demonstrations which offered no originality, in 
other words without some newsworthy occurrences. The main theme was the 
campus unrest around the country especially at Kent State. The articles presented 
a clear distinction between militants and moderate activists and did not make any 
generalizations. Their strong criticisms of the Administration and Nixon were 
balanced and supported with evidence. But it could not be ignored that they 
viewed Nixon as mainly responsible for these events given his irreconciliable 
attitude from the beginning. At the same time, they also reflected the mood of the 
Administration towards the voices of dissent which became more conciliatory. 
Time devoted nine pages to the events, and Newsweek also devoted nine pages 
along with six pages of photos. Both magazines provided an objective and 
impartial reporting. They were on neither side and just described the unrest at 
home.
In 1971, three weeks of protests took place mainly in Washington and San 
Francisco. Besides the mass demonstrations in both cities, Operation Dewey 
Canyon III organized by the Vietnam Veterans Against the War became the most 
spectacular event that took place during the three weeks. Press coverage of the 
Dewey Canyon and the mass gatherings was favorable or at least neutral. But the 
attitude towards the civil disobedience that took place in Washington at the end of 
the three weeks of protests did not receive positive reporting. Further, the
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approach of the press to the Nixon Administration was not as critical as it was in 
1969 and 1970.
Three weeks of protests were scheduled to take place at the end of April. 
Two organizations joined together to conduct the protests. The first group was the 
National Peace Action Coalition (NPAC) which was controlled by the Socialist 
Worker’s Party, and the other group was called the People’s Coalition for Peace 
and Justice (PCPJ) which was under the direction of radical pacifists who aimed to 
disrupt Washington with tactics of civil disobedience."*^ There was another 
organization involved, named Vietnam Veterans Against the War (WAW) which 
was founded in 1967 by men that fought in Vietnam. W AW  planned to carry on 
their protests under the name of Operation Dewey Canyon ill; the original Dewey 
Canyon was a series of operations held in Laos 1969, and the second one came 
in 1971 with an invasion of Laos. Organizers of Dewey Canyon III referred to it as 
a, “limited incursion into the country of Congress.’’"*"* The Time’s article indicated 
the aim of W AW  as “an assault on ‘the country of Congress, a limited incursion 
for the purpose of severing supply lines being utilized by the illegal mercenary 
forces of the Executive Branch.”’"*^
Newsweek reported in its April 26, 1971 issue that the planning of the new 
protests was easier than for earlier demonstrations because of the experience of 
the organizers and the familiarity of officials with the organizers which accelerated 
the procedures. Then the article continued by explaining who were the organizers 
of the three weeks of protests. According to the article, NPAC was mainly involved 
in the mass demonstrations in Washington and San Francisco, while PCPJ was 
supposed to hold two weeks of demonstrations. The article added that a faction of
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PCPJ, which was known as the May Day Collective and led by Rennie Davis, 
planned to stage civil disobedience in Washington. Newsweek also declared that 
Vietnam Veterans Against the War would participate in the demonstrations apart 
from the alliance of NPAC and PCPJ and pointed out that WAW was not a very 
political group. Besides the new participant WAW, the article stated that another 
new element would join the protests: organized labor. The government officials 
estimated 50,000 participants in their plans, but the article noted that the numbers 
might have exceeded expectations.
In its April 26, 1971 issue. Time also devoted two and a half columns to the 
protests that would take place during the three weeks. It indicated that protests 
had become a regular event in springtime in Washington ;
It is protest time again in Washington. The portable latrines and first-aid stations will soon 
be hauled into place for the antiwar demonstrators, who, like the cherry blossoms, have 
become a regular feature of spring in the capital.'*®
The article compared 197Ts events with earlier ones and declared that the 
atmosphere was more amiable than the previous year which had been intensified 
with the Cambodia incursion and Kent State killings. Time did not give information 
about the background of the organizers as Newsweek did. Otherwise, Time’s 
coverage aped Newsweel^s. Time described the rallies and marches that would 
take place; it noted the existence and aims of Rennie Davis' May Day Collective; 
and it suggested that the number of protesters exceeded the officials’ 
expectations.
The articles indicated that the mass demonstrations were no longer 
newsworthy. The reason of this might have been derived from the difficulty of 
covering peaceful protests without a peculiar characteristic or novelty as Melvin
84
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Small stated which in case of Moratorium 1969 that created the press attention/*^ 
The only novelty in the 1971 peace rally was the spectacle that would be 
presented by W AW  and the possible disruptions that might have caused by the 
radical May Day Collective. Both articles expected a generally peaceful protest, 
however.
Newsweek began its article about the rallies in Washington and San 
Francisco by the giving crowd estimates and noted ,” ln glorious spring sunshine, 
more than 200,000 demonstrators massed in Washington, and a like number 
turned out in San Francisco.”'*® It suggested that there was a real difference 
between earlier protests and this gathering because there was no one left to be 
persuaded that the war must end. It seemed that everyone at least agreed on this 
subject. It noted that the crowd in Washington nearly equaled the number at the 
November 15 Mobilization in 1969 and that the San Francisco rally was the largest 
for any protest in that city. Time gave similar numbers of participants that in 
Washington (200,000) and San Franscisco (125,000).'*® It described the rally this
way
The Washington march for peace has become a highly ritualized affair -  something that an 
anthropologist might call a “cultic in-gathering," an annual coming together that is part
50circus, part festival, part political mass meeting.
The article once again suggested that the spring demonstrations had become a
regular feature, and it seemed that the press had gotten used to it, leading to a 
somewhat sarcastic description. Newsweek concluded that the protesters were 
met in a “relaxed fashion “ by the authorities who gave permits for marches and 
the mass rally.®* Time made the same point in comparison with the previous year
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If further noted that the security measures were not as excessive as the previous 
year and added that the demonstration was peaceful perhaps implying a cause 
and effect relationship.^^
Newsweek indicated the composition of the crowd in Washington ;
The Washington marchers were predominantly young, with a scattering of graying heads in 
certain state and labor union contigents. There were the inevitable Viet Cong flags, 
sympathizers from Gay Liberation and other dissident groups -  and even an assortment of 
protesters in hotpants. But no matter their age or costume, the mood of the visitors was 
beningly springlike.^^
It suggested that the crowd was composed of young people but also included 
diverse elements. The press got used to the Viet Cong flags and other radical 
elements in the demonstrations as they got used to the routine mass rallies in 
spring. It seemed that such contigents were no longer interesting to the press. The 
mood was peaceful and cheerful according to the article. On the other hand, Time 
noted that the mood of the protest hid a deeper despair under its cheerful spirit 
and described “under the spring-picnic good cheer last week was a layer of 
despair, and a distrust of all the considerable evidence that the Administration is 
winding down the war.” "^* Though, as Newsweek stated, everyone agreed the war 
must end. Time suggested that protesters distrusted any evidence that the end 
was near. From another point of view, however, the activists may have realized 
that though they protested all through the years, they had not achieved any 
progress. Nixon was winding down the war according to his own timetable but not 
theirs. This belief might have been the reason for the despair Time found. Time 
added that the crowd was composed of organized labor and “teeny-boppers” while
the college students were less in evidence than the previous year.55
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Both magazines described in detail the events that were staged by the
Vietnam Veterans Against the War. Newsweek noted ;
The VVAW cadres trooped into the capital on Monday, a young, irreverent crowd made up 
mostly of ex-enlisted men who sported a mixture of fatigues, beads, combat ribbons, boots, 
peace symbols and war medals.^®
First, W AW  tried to march to Arlington National Cemetery where they were 
refused entrance; later a group went back and put two red wreaths on the hillside. 
Then groups of WAW activists went to the Supreme Court building to claim a 
ruling on the constitutionality of the war. They were arrested and quickly released. 
Another part of the group staged a “search and destroy” mission on the Capitol 
Still othrs of the veterans wanted to turn themselves in for war crimes.'^ The only 
serious conflict of the four days of W AW  protests occurred over a permit for 
camping on the Mall which quickly resolved.^® The final part of the W AW  
activities took place on the Capitol steps where they threw away their war medals. 
According to Newsweek:
For their last gesture of the week, the vets -  some lame and halt, some bitterly cursing the 
war-lined up and flung scores of Vietnam medals across a temporary fence onto the 
Capitol steps.^®
The article stated that the W AW  activities gave some “sense of drama” to the 
protests.®“ The article also noted that while demonstrators staged their protests in 
Washington, Nixon would be out of the city welcoming the First Marine Division 
home from Vietnam.®’
Both magazines described the mass demonstrations from an apparently 
neutral point of view and did not give many details about the participants unless 
they were new elements. The mass rallies became too routine and ordinary for the
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press and did not contain any peculiarity that was worth covering or any
outrageous incidents which could make sensational news. At the same time, they
emphasized the peaceful character of the protests. The lack of interest of the
press could be seen from the articles. Both magazines described the protests
objectively. On the other hand, the coverage of W AW  activities received a
positive coverage. The novelty of the participation of the veterans and the
originality of their activities drew the media’s attention. Their non-political activities,
which Newsweek described with a sense of drama, created sympathy. Another
aspect was that the press did not criticize Nixon as they had the previous year.
But it was suggested that with his decision to leave the city, he somehow
repeated his earlier mistake of ignoring the demonstrators in October and
November 1969 and before the Kent State killings.
Newsweek and Time continued to run articles about protests after the
events of late April 1970. Time reported that in May tha t:
Again a chorus of dissenters in the Washington spring, again the President before 
reporters and television cameras, explaining, in the tenth year of the Viet Nam War, that he 
could not be moved by demonstrators’ passions.®^
The article also noted that though Nixon did not talk about demonstrators as
“bums”, he continued his attitude of insensitivity towards the protesters. The article
contained quoted a Nixon speech addressed to the protesters :
“The right to demonstrate for peace abroad does not carry with it the right to break the
. . »)63peace at home.
The article indicated that there was no change in Nixon’s attitudes. Then the article 
detailed the actions of the May Day Collective. The article said that nearly 30,000 
demonstrators were planning to stage “nonviolent civil disobedience” in order to 
suspend the functioning of the Federal Government by disrupting the highways to
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the city during rush hour.®'’ It predicted that it would be hard to keep these protests 
peaceful and noted other symbolic acts undertaken by the demonstrators; for 
example, “some stormed into congressional offices to perform guerilla theather, 
miming war’s atrocities.” Though these acts drew the attention of the press, 
they did not seem to receive positive coverage. For instance, the article provided 
background information about the organizer of the May Day protesters, Rennie 
Davis, and noted that he went to Paris to meet with North Vietnamese authorities 
and inform them of his plans. This relation must have alienated many Americans. 
Moreover, breaking the law in order to stop the government from functioning did 
not receive acceptance from the public, either and might have increased the 
opposition to their acts.®® The negative image of the May Day Collective might 
have overshadowed the theme of the demonstrations. Time added :
Last week’s performance left a sour and uneasy feeling among many Congressmen and 
others who had been profoundly moved by the previous week’s protests by dissident Viet 
Nam veterans. “The vets left a really strong and favorable impression,” said an aide to one 
of the Senate’s most outspoken doves. “But these kids are destroying it.”
The subject turned to the manners of the disruptive demonstrators and the theme 
of ending the war evaporated.
The irony is that at a moment when the majority of Americans are turning increasingly 
against the war, some of the antiwar radicals, as if from long habit of alienation and more 
than a touch of egocentricity, seem intent on focusing angry attention upon themselves
instead of on the battle they mean to end.68
Newsweek reported the events that took place under the title of “The 
Biggest Bust” in its May 17, 1971 issue. It described past protests that occurred 
as, “A mass march on the Pentagon, Eugene McCarthy’s Presidential campaign, 
banks burned, blood poured on draft-board files, peaceful rallies in the nation’s
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Capital, a lethal bomb exploded outside a university research center -  all these
tactics, from benign to brutal, have been tried in efforts to speed the Vietnam war
to an end.”®^ Newsweek then explained a new concept of protest:
Antiwar militants mounted a display of aggressive civil disruption in Washington’s streets 
that strained the city’s order, and the authorities responded with a wave of indiscriminate 
arrests and quasi-legal detention that warped the rule of Iaw7°
The article clearly separated the antiwar activists and militant activists, blaming
militants for these events. The issue turned to indiscriminate arrests and disruption
by the protesters,with the message of the day being lost. The article described the
consequence of the day as the 7,200 arrests in a single day and 13,400 arrests at
the end of the four days which was the largest number of arrests in such a short
time to that date.^  ^ The article pointed out that the acts of the week were not
violent or angry like the Weathermen’s “Days of Rage” in 1969 or the Chicago
Convention in 1968 and described the mood of the week :
The demonstrators, by and large, were the peace freaks -  a motley young counter-army in 
denims, fatigues and headbands and even their most insurrectionary tactics had a certain 
prankish air to them.^^
Newsweek thus argued that though the protests included nonviolent civil 
disobedience tactics, there was some kind of humor in them, and the militants 
seemed to be a collection of kids. The article also described the atmosphere in 
Washington which it said would probably be more appropriate to wartime Saigon 
with, “youthful partisans darting into the street to block or slow commuter traffic; 
Chinook helicopters disgorging squads of flak-jacketed marines on the 
Washington Monument grounds; thousands of captives herded into an open-air, 
wire-fenced stockade.” ®^ The article indicated that the police controlled the key
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intersections on the highways in order to prevent the disruption of traffic. While 
they criticized the demonstrators’ tactics, Time and Newsweek also criticized 
police tactics which seemed to disregard the normal procedures in many cases. 
This issue became an important theme in the articles. Time wrote, “To thwart the 
lawlessness of the Mayday, Washington police broke the laws themselves, 
making thousands of illegal arrests as they swept the streets clear.’’^ '^  Newsweek 
thought that the only way to stop the protesters was to arrest them but criticized 
the unlawful arrests by the police :
And arrested they were -  under conditions that betrayed a sore lack of advance planning, a 
blatant disregard for the civil liberties of both protesters and bystanders, and nearly total 
abandonment of any hope of successfully prosecuting the offenders.^®
Newsweek seemed to want the protesters to be arrested and prosecuted if they
had broken laws. The article added that, “Often a youthful face or lengthy hair
seemed sufficient ground for a bystander to be shoved into a jail-bound bus.” ®^
These words underlined the indiscriminate nature of the arrests. Another point
where the both magazines became critical was the insufficiency of detention
facilities. Because of the mass arrests, the jails were full, and the police used a
football field to contain those arrests. Newsweek reported that “bitter [protesters]
called it a concentration camp, and the hopeful ones Insurrection City, “ and
detailed the unhealthy conditions there.^^ Time’s correspondent named the place
as “Woodstockade,” and described the mood as part weary and part party-like; it
was a colorful gathering in detention.^®
Despite the criticisms of the police methods, however, both magazines
implied that this was the only way to stop the protesters. Time even said that the *
'Time, May 17, 1971, p. 13.
' Newsweek, May 17, 1971, p.25D. 
’Ibid., 26.
' Ibid., 26.
* Time,May 17, 1971,p. 15.
92
police, with the exception of the indiscriminate arrests, handled themselves well 
and noted :
Although the level of violence was fairiy low on both sides, some protesters did throw rocks 
and bottles at police, and a few cops bloodied heads unnecessarily. Overall, Washington 
police showed exemplary discipline; a less well trained, less tightly controlled force could 
have brought about a very different outcome; people seriously wounded or even dead.
...The chief had two choices; engage the peace army in a one-sided combat of clubs, as the 
Chicago police did in 1968, or make mass arrests, restoring order at the cost of streching 
the law.^ ®
In other words, a replay of Chicago might have been worse than indiscriminate 
mass arrests. The article even praised the good conduct of Washington police and 
concluded that they dealt well with the protesters.
Newsweek also included photos. The most interesting ones were a naked 
peace freak, confrontation between police and demonstrators in San Francisco, 
clash between a citizen and a protester in Madison, a protester facing down a car 
in Denver, and the detainees sleeping on the floor Coliseum.®® Time published 
similar photos, including a picture of a protester lying on the ground to block traffic, 
a crowd behind the fence of a makeshift jail at an athletic field, police arresting 
someone by dragging him by his legs and a photo a protesters’ campsite.®  ^ All of 
these photos coverage suggested a mischievous atmosphere. Protesters were 
portrayed like spoiled children who wanted to realize their aim by any means at the 
same time that their aim disappeared in the midst of their actions.
Both magazines had been neutral on the mass rally and Operation Dewey 
Canyon III. But the coverage of the May Day Collective was negative because of 
their lawless plans, and it seemed that although the acts of the police violated the 
normal procedures of arrest, the articles supported police tactics to keep 
Washington running. The May Day Collective received the publicity they wanted 
but it was a negative publicity. The focus on their manners and police actions hide
Ibid., 14.
the real goal of the protests. In the coverage of protesters, moreover, the press did 
not criticize Nixon as they had the previous year. It only indicated that the manners 
of Nixon were still the same, and no end to the war was in sight.
The disinterest of press towards the demonstrators in 1971 might have 
been generated by the lack of originality in the mass gatherings with the exception 
of the W AW  activities and the disruptive acts of the May Day Collective. 
Beginning in the coverage of the 1970 mass demonstration in Washington, the. 
press started to devote less space to the protests, and by the time of the mass 
rally in 1971, the day of big marches had seemingly ended. Press interest in the 
antiwar movement faded. Protests were no longer newsworthy: they became old 
news because they became regular. The press sympathized somewhat with 
peaceful middle-class demonstrations, but at the same time, it lost its interest in 
protests more generally. On the other hand, radicals could still generate publicity -  
albeit mostly negative -  because they continued to offer the press something 
interesting to report.®  ^The coverage during the years 1970 and 1971 suggested 
this shift. The press was objective in their reporting in 1970 and 1971, except the 
regarding the May Day Collective, and their criticisms of the Administration were 
visibly decreased in 1971. The impact of the Vietnam War lessened as the troop 
withdrawals continued and as the combat activity decreased. The antiwar 
movement began to fade away, and the leading antiwar activists turned to new
issues. 83
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CONCLUSION
Throughout the years, the coverage of the antiwar movement in Time and 
Newsweek moved from negativity to objectivity. In the early years, the magazines 
focused more on the ideological backgrounds and appearances of the protesters 
to the detriment of the main theme: opposition to the war. They ridiculed the 
activists and viewed them as radical youngsters. In these years, the two 
magazines displayed their suspicions about the intentions of the antiwar protesters 
and focused on the most radical factions of the protest movement. The description 
of the antiwar protesters made all of them look like radicals. The antiwar theme 
was overshadowed by another debate. The issue was whether antiwar meant anti- 
American. The magazines showed interest in the demonstrations, but they did not 
take them seriously. This new minority was newsworthy. Furthermore, Time and 
Newsweek did not judge the policies of the Johnson Administration, and although 
they covered counterdemonstrations, these were apparently not as interesting as 
the antiwar protests. The press from 1965 to 1967 regarded the antiwar movement 
as an obstruction to peace negotiations. Before 1968, the themes of "aid-and- 
comfort-to-the-enemy” overshadowed the efforts of the peace protesters.’
In 1968, the indiscriminate police violence in Chicago provoked journalists 
for the two magazines. It might have been the violence inflicted upon newsmen 
that created the change in their mood. Coverage of Chicago strongly criticized the 
police and sympathized with the protesters. Once again, however, the antiwar 
theme was overshadowed by another subject, this time violence. Although 
demonstrations without violence were covered, violent confrontations were far
more newsworthy than plain demonstrations.^ The desire to receive publicity, 
whether good or bad, even made some protesters to look for ways to attract 
attention.^ Then in 1969, the Moratorium coverage was more positive than the 
earlier coverage. The broad base of participants without ideology and the peaceful 
nature of the demonstration caused such coverage. The Mobilization did not 
receive such positive coverage but did receive a fair treatment. In 1969, Time and 
Newsweek became more analytical about the protests. They clearly distinguished 
the radicals and peace protesters. On the other hand, counterdemonstrators 
began to attract more attention because it seemed that they were the minority 
now. And the criticism of Nixon was remarkable. His attacks on the media 
probably played a role in the coverage he received. Especially after the 
Moratorium, his “silent majority” speech spurred the counterdemonstrators while it 
provoked the press. His continuous attacks on the media as being biased and his 
insensitivity towards the voices of dissent did not douse the criticisms but inflamed 
them. The policies of Nixon indicated no precise solution nor fixed date to end the 
war, and that increased the criticisms in the press. In these years Time and 
Newsweek were at worst neutral, and sometimes positive, about the antiwar 
movement.
In 1970 and 1971, the coverage signified the fading interest in the antiwar 
movement. The Cambodia incursion and the Kent State killings heated up the 
criticisms of Nixon. There were harsh criticisms of his rhetoric and policies. The 
articles apparently blamed Nixon for all the unrest at home. The reporting of 
campus unrest in 1970 was neutral. The press provided no justification for the
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violent occurrences and even indicated that the violence on the campuses 
energized the moderates to express dissent in more peaceful terms. The three 
weeks of demonstrations in 1971 also received neutral coverage, except the 
activities of the May Day Collective. At the same time, the coverage suggested 
that the mass demonstrations were no longer newsworthy and interesting. The 
disruptions of the May Day Collective overshadowed the antiwar idea. The press 
found it newsworthy to cover, but negatively. With the war winding down and the 
antiwar movement turning increasingly to violence. Time and Newsweek even 
tempered their criticisms of Nixon 1971.
There was a contradiction in the magazines whether to cover violence or 
peaceful demonstrations. The regularity of peaceful demonstrations generally 
drew less attention when compared with the disorderly and violent protests. The 
Moratorium was the only exception. While the press praised peaceful, 
nonideological protests, their coverage tended to reflect the marginal aspects of 
the movement. This contradiction was apparent in the coverage of both 
magazines. The newsworthiness of violence and activities of small radical groups 
served the creation of the negative image of the protesters.
Through the years, the protesters and their activities for the most part 
overshadowed the antiwar theme. The coverage did not detail the causes and the 
reasons for the antiwar movement and did not expound their desires. When the 
demonstrations became peaceful, unideological and included diverse participants 
they received positive treatment. But generally Time and Newsweek remained at 
best neutral about the antiwar movement. Even in their most positive coverage, 
they did not show total support for the protesters. The coverage moved from 
ridiculing the protesters to a more neutral reporting after 1968. It seemed that the
protests of students were inflamed by “offensive military actions” such as the 
Cambodia incursion and the public dissent by the increase of casualties, defeats 
and frustration.'* Prior to the end of 1970, the antiwar movement captured 
headlines. In 1971, it faded away, along with the media’s interest in it.
Though the years 1969 to 1971, the coverage became neutral, the focus on 
the most radical factions and their activities overshadowed the theme of the 
antiwar movement. The antiwar movement did not have a serious impact on the 
ending the war in Vietnam because their activities mostly met with government’s 
inresponsiveness. Though the coverage moved to a more neutral stance, the 
antiwar movement did not enjoy a broad support.
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